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ABSTRACT
Digital skills are essential in today’s digital age, which means that students require
technology-enhanced skills in higher education to succeed in their future careers. In this study,
faculty and students in an Art & Design (A&D) program at a Midwestern university were
surveyed regarding their perspectives and experiences. During the COVID-19 pandemic, this
university changed its teaching and learning strategy by offering courses online during the Fall
2020 and Spring 2021 semesters, where quarantine was mandatory. Still, the A&D program did
not provide all courses online.
This study included online surveys based on three constructs of quality of studio learning,
traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities from either live
studios (on-campus) or online studios. The findings indicated that the data surveys offered the
differences in mean scores, standard deviations, and percentage of some form of agreement
between faculty perspectives and student experiences in this A&D program. This quantitative
research and future research aim to develop assessments through implications of practice from
advantages and disadvantages with recommendations while establishing what would be possible
to include in all A&D courses online in higher education.
Keywords: COVID-19, Art & Design, online education, technology-enhanced learning
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
In 2019 the COVID-19 virus, a coronavirus disease, caused a global pandemic (Sahu,
2020). The World Health Organization (WHO) acknowledged that COVID-19 could be deadly
to people who were in close contact with others (Sahu, 2020). By the end of March 2020,
universities and colleges worldwide were locked down switching most courses to online delivery
(Sahu, 2020). Universities and colleges acknowledged some limitations from physical-based
courses for online learning (Marshaley & Sclater, 2020; Sahu, 2020). Marshaley and Sclater
(2020) agreed that “(particularly in the fine art disciplines), the transition to online education was
challenging” for faculty or students who were not tech-savvy for their courses (p. 832). Some
college students in the Art & Design (A&D) discipline had little technological experience
making the sudden move to online studio learning challenging (Marshaley & Sclater, 2020).
Digital technologies have caused dramatic changes in all domains of life and most
recently in education due to the global pandemic. Saykili (2019) noted that:
Education is one of the fundamental domains of life re-engineered to [...][adapt] to the
changing landscape of what it means to function in this new age. The school paradigm
[...] [that] rests on the conditions and requirements of the industrial age appears to fall
short in [...] meeting the needs and demands of the 21st century learner. (p. 1)
With emerging advanced technologies, higher education has been continually changing to meet
the demands of today’s learners. As for studio learners, i.e., the studio learning processes and
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structures have been changing from traditional to new educational strategies that are compatible
with online and on-campus students (Marshaley & Sclater, 2020).
Background
Before the pandemic began, A&D programs were taught in live studios where faculty
taught students traditional methods. Studios are conventional physical learning spaces where
students experiment (Marshaley & Sclater, 2020). These traditional methods are classified as
hands-on experience, problem-solving, using traditional hands-on (nontechnological) equipment,
working with appropriate traditional (nontechnological) hand tools. Traditional methods such as
printmaking, jewelry and metalsmithing, and sculpture frequently use hands-on, bulky,
specialized (nontechnological) equipment such as printing press machines, arbor press machines,
welding tools, etc. (Fick & Grabowski, 2015). There is increased use of technology–enhanced
tools, like iPads, in various disciplines in higher education (Soules, 2016). Technology can also
be computerized equipment like the advanced printing press or welding machines. However,
some traditional hand tools and hands-on equipment in the live studio are nontechnological.
Need for the Study
A&D studio education in higher education will not likely be the same as before the
COVID-19 global pandemic (Marshaley & Sclater, 2020). Since the outbreak began in 2019,
education in general pivoted to delivering teaching and learning remotely with technologies
(Marshaley & Sclater, 2020). Before pandemic, A&D was taught face-to-face to students in live
studios located on university campuses. However, in the spring of 2020, the COVID pandemic
emerged and caused academic institution closures in all 50 U.S. states, which prevented students
from being on campus to limit any potential spread of the COVID-19 (Reich et al., 2020; Sahu,
2020). Many faculty had to revise their teaching and learning methods to be delivered remotely
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via online platforms (Jankowski, 2020; Marshaley & Sclater, 2020). Some hands-on A&D
courses like drawing, painting, and photography, to name a few, were more easily transitioned to
online. However, specific A&D courses such as printmaking, metalsmithing, sculpture, and
ceramics use traditional hand tools and hands-on equipment so for these reasons they faced more
challenges and complications in the transition to online delivery. Knowing about A&D’s
traditional methods, appropriate traditional hand tools, and hands-on equipment continued to be a
critical part of the curriculum. Furthermore, a significant challenge for teaching and learning in
online studios is that students must know “precisely how to hold their [appropriate traditional
(nontechnological) hand] tools” and practice with “advancing technology, such as laser cutting”
(Flaherty, 2020, para. 47 & 51).
Many art programs experienced difficulty creating courses for an online delivery format
(Dilmac, 2020). Not all faculty in art programs could successfully utilize the online delivery
format to teach their students because they were not tech-savvy (Sahu, 2020). A&D students
usually interact closely with faculty for guidance in live studios, using traditional hands-on
equipment, or appropriate traditional hand tools. This quickly changed following the COVID-19
pandemic in March 2020 and continued throughout the Fall 2020 and Spring 2021 semesters.
The online teaching and learning experience continued in many universities without physical
learning spaces (Marshaley & Sclater, 2020; Reich et al., 2020; Sahu, 2020).
In these universities, the Coronavirus pandemic pushed the transition from on campus
(live) teaching to online education. It is unknown whether it was beneficial for institutions to
accept technology-enhanced tools and digital resources for both live studio and online studio
learning in A&D programs. Even before COVID-19 began and for over two decades, the usage
of digital tools has gradually increased for A&D programs (Souleles, 2016). Technology-
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enhanced tools used in online education could enhance digital skills for potential careers in
future generations. Traditional A&D programs, such as printmaking, jewelry and metalsmithing,
and sculpture, frequently use hands-on, bulky, specialized equipment such as printing press
machines, arbor press machines, welding tools, etc.
Studio learning in the digital online environment can be challenging. During online
meetings or communications in courses, students may present their creative products by hanging
their artwork on a wall to show if the piece is appropriate for the dimension and scale, which can
be tricky (Flaherty, 2020). A significant challenge in teaching and learning online is that artwork
is limited to the size of the computer screen, which makes it challenging to comprehend scale,
color, tactile surface, content, or texture. In other words, showing artwork on the computer
screen is not the same for students as a lived experience without being present and face-to-face
with their peers in live studios.
During the face-to-face live studio environment, students with faculty experience
valuable tangents such as unpredicted spur-of-the-moment and spirited learning. Online learning
is not the same, lacking spur-of-the-moment and spirited learning between students. It is
essential to note that learning between students is just as important in a live studio setting. Faceto-face learning for undergraduate students in the arts is lost in an online studio environment,
which is challenging to facilitate online.
Furthermore, some online students may not engage as they do with in-person face-to-face
communication and interaction (Marshaley & Sclater, 2020). Likewise, some online students
may not engage in the dialogue or the process of creativity in the same way as students in a faceto-face or sitting with a group of their peers (Marshaley & Sclater, 2020). Therefore, it is
important for faculty to adapt their courses by trying different teaching strategies for online
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studios. The focus needs to remain on “learning – not teaching, not the learner, not the instructor,
and not the physical or temporal distance separating them” (Gorsky & Caspi, 2005, p. 138).
However, every course cannot meet the need for an online delivery format (Dilmac, 2020). Not
all faculty in A&D programs can successfully utilize the online delivery format to teach students
using technology-enhanced tools in their courses. The assumption is that A&D faculty have more
experience and in-depth understanding of learners’ interaction with traditional hands-on
equipment or appropriate traditional hand tools than technology-enhanced tools.
A&D students usually interact closely with faculty for guidance in live studios, using
traditional hands-on equipment or appropriate hand tools. Student-to-student learning with each
other as valuable tangents was also an essential part of the A&D education in traditional studio
learning. This traditional studio learning quickly changed following the COVID-19 pandemic in
March 2020 and continued throughout the Fall 2020 and Spring 2021 semesters. The pandemic
forced the transition to online education, and it is unknown whether it was beneficial for
institutions to accept technology-enhanced tools and digital resources for both live studio (oncampus) and online studio learning in A&D programs.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore the A&D faculty perspectives and student
experiences and satisfaction with studio learning, traditional studio learning opportunities, and
online studio learning opportunities in one A&D program during the COVID-19 pandemic for
two academic semesters, Fall 2020 and Spring 2021. Faculty perspectives and student
experiences regarding the constructs of the quality of studio learning, traditional studio learning
opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities allowed a window into technology-
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enhanced teaching and technology-enhanced learning methods with traditional and digital
resources.
Research Questions
This study used a quantitative survey to explore the A&D faculty perspectives teaching
and student experiences and satisfaction on the constructs of studio learning, traditional studio
learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities in an A&D program during the
COVID-19 pandemic in the Fall 2020 and Spring 2021 semesters. Overall, four research
questions were addressed in this study:
1.

What are faculty perspectives on the digital age for A&D education constructs in terms of
the quality of studio learning, traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio
learning opportunities?

2.

What are the students’ experiences and satisfaction with the digital age for A&D
education constructs in terms of the quality of studio learning, traditional studio learning
opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities?

3.

Is there a difference between the faculty and student perspectives about the digital age for
A&D education in terms of the constructs of quality of studio learning, traditional studio
learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities?

4.

Is there a difference between the faculty and student perspectives about the need to
increase online techniques for technology-enhanced studio learning with respect to
traditional studio learning in an A&D program?
Delimitations
This study aimed to gain knowledge about faculty perspectives and student experiences

and satisfaction regarding their studio learning and opportunities either from a live studio (on-
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campus) or online studio during the Fall 2020 and Spring 2021semesters during the COVID-19
global pandemic. Specifically, this study is about faculty perspectives in online teaching and
student experiences and satisfaction in learning through this new delivery method. The limited
timeframe was two semesters.
Participants included A&D faculty members and students who voluntarily chose to
participate may only have been interested in the subject of digital age or may have wanted to the
addition of technology-enhanced tools. Faculty members have different teaching styles and may
not have been as tech-savvy as others. There may have been biased in students, either nonmajors or A&D majors, who may have more experience than others with technologies and
appropriate traditional hand tools.
The university’s Registrar Office sent out the survey to all majors, minors, and nonmajors students enrolled in an A&D program in the Fall 2020 and Spring 2021 semesters. By
having the Registrar’s Office email the surveys to prospective participants, no bias was
indicated.
Limitations
The limitation of this study occurred by having the survey sent out twice via emails
through the university’s Registrar Office at the beginning of the Fall 2021 semester and again
four weeks later in the semester for the sample population at one university. The A&D program
had limited resources to offer online courses for every art medium; some of their limitations
were with technology.
Another limitation to this study was that it did not explore as much data as anticipated
because only 3 faculty and 21 students voluntarily participated in the study. Three of the students
cancelled their participation before completing the entire survey. The sample size of the
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participants, because it was less than 30, did not yield the requirement for successful response
rates in the results (Groves, 2008).
Assumptions
Because of their early exposure to continuously advancing technologies, the researcher
believes today’s learners can adapt to technology-enhanced tools along with traditional methods
in the studio learning environment. These learners may have more experience with technologyenhanced tools than working with traditional hands-on tools. Most studio and online learners are
likely employed in a full-time or part-time job, and the A&D projects can be time-consuming
tasks. The technology-enhanced tools may shorten the processing time and make students more
efficient in creating their art. Some faculty would have more experience with traditional handson tools and equipment than technology-enhanced tools. It was assumed the participants would
provide honest survey responses.
Conceptual Framework
Students gained traditional methods from live studio learning (on-campus) using
traditional hands-on equipment and hand tools. Traditional methods have long been part of the
A&D curriculum. However, technology is necessary and should be used in different applications
for art during online learning (Dilmac, 2020). Technology-enhanced tools can be digital media
tools or computerized equipment (Soules, 2016). Traditional hand tools and hands-on equipment
in the live studio are nontechnological. Furthermore, with the “four-stage learning cycle” and
Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory, education in A&D with traditional methods and
technology-enhanced tools from the live studio and online studio, students have the potential to
enhance their learning.
Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory is typically represented by a “four-stage learning
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cycle,” meaning that students use a learning style during an educational course (McLeod, 2017,
p. 2). However, each student may use a different learning style (McLeod, 2017). The four
learning styles from Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory are diverging (feeling and watching),
assimilating (watching and thinking), converging (doing and thinking), and accommodating
(doing and feeling) (Figure 1, p. 30) (McLeod, 2017). In other words, every learner has a
preferred learning style in A&D courses. Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory identifies every
student’s learning style, no matter what influences any learner’s choice of style. Learning style
could be more than one or a combination of two-choice decisions: (feeling and watching),
(watching and thinking), (doing and thinking), or (doing and feeling) (McLeod, 2017).
Accommodating (doing and feeling) learning style is more “hands-on,” and diverging (feeling
and watching) learning style is extreme in the areas of arts (McLeod, 2017, p. 7).
Organization of the Study
Chapter I provides the problem statement, the purpose of the study, the desired results,
research questions, definitions of terms, assumptions, limitations, and delimitations of the study.
Last is the Conceptual Framework section regarding the quality of studio learning, traditional
studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities for the A&D education.
Chapter II provides a literature review about online education, challenges of the learning
environment, online barriers, pedagogies perspective, learning assessments, limitations in
creativity. It also includes the conceptual framework on Kolb’s experiential learning style theory,
and last, a section on online higher education.
Chapter III introduces the quantitative methodology used to answer the research
questions, data collection, and analysis of the data. Chapter IV presents the data findings and
includes a discussion concerning the percentage of some form of agreement for confidence in the
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quality of studio learning, traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning
opportunities to determine the significant findings from the faculty and student surveys.
Chapter V includes a review of the research questions and findings, advantages and
disadvantages of traditional and digital tools, recommendations, suggestion for further research,
and a conclusion.
Definition of Terms
Coronavirus (COVID-19): The coronavirus is a highly contagious respiratory disease
that spread worldwide as a pandemic outbreak at the end of 2019, the whole year of 2020, and
into the Spring of 2022.
Digital platform: The digital platform offers teaching and learning experiences for
faculty and students to connect and engage in higher education content online. Examples of
digital platforms are Zoom, Google Classroom, WhatsApp, Schoology, and Edmodo (Suci
Lestari, Guanwan, & Yulianci, 2020).
Distance learning: This form of education is for students who cannot physically attend
on-campus classrooms or studios (Miiller & Smith, 2009).
Face-to-face learning: In face-to-face learning, students have their faculty’s guidance
and supervision during learning activities (Hutauruk, Gultom, & Nasution, 2021).
Hands-on equipment: Hands-on equipment is nontechnological like etching presses,
printing press machines, or screen-printing equipment (Fink & Grabowski, 2015).
Live studios: Live studios represent large physical areas as working or dedicated spaces
(Saff & Sacilotto, 1978; Fink & Grabowski, 2015).
Live studio education: In-person education offers immediate professional assistance in a
studio (Fink & Grabowski, 2015).
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Live studio learning: The learning occurs inside studio classrooms for learner’s
immediate physical hands-on assistance and interactions (Fink & Grabowski, 2015).
Online education: Online education provides courses virtually in online environments
for students who can be in any place to interact and learn with faculty and other students.
(Dhawan, 2020).
Online learning: This teaching and learning system is accomplished online via
computer, smartphone, or laptop from the usage of the internet. (Dhawan, 2020; Hutauruk,
Gultom, & Nasution, 2021).
Online studios: An online or virtual studio offers courses online and involves a
community of students as an alternative to traditional studio teaching and learning (Broadfoot &
Bennett, 2003).
Online studio education: Online studio education is a site for education online and
supports art and design education at a distance (Marshalsey & Sclater, 2020).
Online studio learning: The studio learning online is a site for online delivery and
distance learning in art and design (Marshalsey & Sclater, 2020).
Qualtrics: The name of an online survey program used to create, distribute, collect, and
analyze survey data (Lau, Oh-Young, & Raines, 2015).
Traditional methods: Traditional methods are a thorough account of techniques on the
historical development as part of a culture with skills and knowledge (Miles, 1994).
Traditional hand tools: Appropriate traditional hand tools are for creating art and
design. Traditional hand tools are nontechnological tools. For example, nontechnological tools
can be chisels, burnishers, pliers, carving tools, etching needles, or brayers.
Technology-enhanced tools: The usability of technology as digital or computing
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technology (hardware or software) in education allows students to explore creative practices in
art and design (Sclater & Lally, 2018).
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The purpose of this study was to explore the A&D faculty perspectives and student
experiences in a Midwestern A&D program during the COVID-19 pandemic. The unknown was
the quality of studio learning, the traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio
learning opportunities for live/online studio courses. A primary wondering was to consider if it is
possible to offer students online A&D courses that incorporate any art medium.
Scholars agree that:
While there is a broad range of quality distance learning research, as we grow into the
21st century understanding of teaching and learning, there is a need to address the gap
between quality distance learning research and quality arts learning and teaching
experiences. (Munson, Archer, Eanes, Garziano, & Hutchinson, 2016, p. 164)
Scholars have expanded the research about online education. For instance, in the last 20
years there has been increased research on the efficacy of online education, particularly for
students who may also be working full-time (Riggert, Boyle, Petrosko, Ash, & Rude-Parkins,
2006). Many Americans assumed that the increase in the flexibility of online education
encouraged employees to return to school (Riggert, et al., 2006), and rightly so. Because of this
flexibility, employees’ interest in online education has soared. Seaman, Allen, & Seaman (2018)
studied online education in the United States. These scholars reported that “distance [online]
education enrollments increased” and that it is “growing faster than they have for the past several
years” (p. 3). In other words, the demand for online education may keep rising in the future
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(Brigance, 2011). The popularity of a higher education degree will continue to grow if online
education can be made available in any subject and teach new skills. All colleges and universities
should meet students’ demands for online education in any subject, and faculty need to learn new
skills required in the advanced technology era (Marshaley & Sclater, 2020; Saykili, 2020).
It is important to address the unknowns; we can never know what new jobs will exist for
advancing digital skills.
Challenges of the Online Learning Environment for Art & Design
Online learning may not ever duplicate face-to-face learning, which needs to be
addressed (Crotty, 2005). Online education and face-to-face learning may never be equal. The
challenge is figuring out how to make learning equal, considering faculty are not engaging
students directly face-to-face (Sheffield, McSweeney, & Panych, 2015). In other words,
“preference for face-to-face teaching and student learning did not change” (Sheffield,
McSweeney, & Panych, 2015, p. 1). Students seem to prefer on-campus courses (Maloney &
Kim, 2020). Students may not be engaging in the dialogue and creative thinking in the same way
that happens in a classroom.
It has become necessary to research studio learning, traditional studio learning
opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities since the COVID-19 outbreak in 2020
when many universities and colleges changed their teaching formats from traditional live studios
to online only courses. There were challenges for learning, especially with challenging subjects
such as engineering technologies, engineering-related fields, visual and performing arts,
agriculture, mechanics, and repair technologies (Xu & Xu, 2019). School size limits affected
some challenging subjects, for example, a smaller college or university did not have the
resources to offer online courses for every subject (Allen & Seaman, 2005). Additionally, not all
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programs could meet every need for an online delivery format (Dilmac, 2020). There is a
possibility that faculty could not teach using the online delivery format or teach students because
they were not tech-savvy (Sahu, 2020).
Kačerauskas (2015) pointed out how “technologies are inseparable from creative
activities: on the one hand, development of technologies needs creativity, on the other hand,
every branch of creative industries [such as universities] needs certain technologies” (p. 855).
Kačerauskas (2015) contended that online technologies might not provide the correct
dimensions. Dimension from online technologies for 3-D projects to demonstrate in live studio
critiques may not be accurate.
For some students unfamiliar with varied technologies when instruction rapidly switched
to remote students not accustomed to the online environment experienced difficulty (Dilmac,
2020). For instance, if an online student did not know how to use the online platforms to submit
artwork or use a Zoom link for videoconferencing, then the communication between faculty and
student would be a problem (Dilmac, 2020; Kačerauskas, 2015). However, any hands-on courses
are recognized as being included within online education (Friedman, 2015).
Picciano (2017) acknowledged that distance learning “does not provide for in-person,
face-to-face activity and is problematic for those [students] who see online education as a subset
of education in general” (p. 178). In other words, students may not accept the A&D program
online in higher education if they are lacking in the quality of studio learning, traditional studio
learning opportunities, and online studio learning for their distance learning or digital skills with
technology-enhanced tools. Nevertheless, despite the incredible difficulty of teaching A&D
courses online, the response to the COVID-19 pandemic, caused sudden changes for universities
to pivot instruction to remote learning.
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The challenges of A&D courses that provide hands-on techniques and equipment in live
studios may not be compatible with online studios. If an online student does not have the handson exposure to studio work and the professor’s instruction, they will not get the full breadth and
potential of A&D education. Quinn (2011) emphasized that online studio artmaking poses some
problems without any distribution of supplies. Traditional supplies could be shipped to the online
students for their introductory A&D courses without specific equipment and work with
technology-enhanced tools, digital resources, and digital platforms for education. As for
advanced students, there may be complications for the need to use hands-on equipment like
etching presses, printing machines, router tables, or ring bending machines that are too large to
ship for online education.
Faculty and Student Communication Connections
During an interview for U.S. News and World in 2015, Ajay Kapur, president and CEO
of Kadenze created a company responsible for Massive Open Online Courses (MOOC)
(Friedman, 2015). Kapur commented, “Fine arts and creative education have been left out of
online education,” and launched an online platform to offer such courses (Friedman, 2015, para.
6). Again, creative education such as an A&D program that work with traditional hands-on
equipment or appropriate hand tools may need to be revised for technology-enhanced learning
and communication. The communication is to interact with the faculty support and guidance to
support students (Flaherty, 2020; Marshaley & Sclater, 2020).
According to Rutka, Rudzite, and Romanova (2017), “visual [online] communication in
the learning environment must be applied in a creative, deliberate way to foster a learning
environment that is supportive and inspiring for modern students” (p. 120). Therefore,
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communication connections between faculty and students with technology can eliminate time
and space constraints (Dilmac, 2020).
There can be some limits with online teaching and learning, even with advanced
technologies for mediums requiring hands-on equipment. The technology-enhanced tools from
technology devices had malfunctioned or needed constant maintenance, such as system
upgrades. These system upgrades are acknowledged as significant, but not every student can
upgrade the continually changing technology for a newer version. These challenges relate to
digital age programs for students to download instructions, video tutorials, and artwork in
digitalized images for submission through online platforms (Miiller & Smith, 2009; Quinn,
2011). For the most part, art and visual communication with advanced technology did overcome
minor malfunctions of digital platforms (Boettcher & Conrad, 2016; Ko & Rossen, 2017).
Scholars stressed that art mediums require student interaction with faculty focusing on
safety hazards, guidance, and hands-on exposure to studio work (Fink & Grabowski, 2017;
Prater, 2001; Quinn, 2011). These needs might bring the quality of studio learning, traditional
studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities for future A&D programs
into question. But because of the COVID-19 pandemic’s quarantine requirements, all programs
across the country were suddenly under enormous pressure to conduct a quick transition from
on-campus classrooms to online education rather than introducing online courses gradually
(Jankowski, 2020). In haste to get courses online, some courses were sub-par in quality.
Faculty and Student Interactions and Pedagogy in Online Studios
Online studio teaching is noted to be different from standard lecture teaching. Conrad
(2004) indicated that standard lecture teaching was more of “a legacy system” and in-person
teaching was more of “one-on-one relationships with students” in live studios (p. 37). However,
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faculty, for online studios, can have “one-on-one relationships with students” through “personal
notes and private” emails (Conrad, 2004, p. 37). Furthermore, the interaction between faculty
and students differs from the live studio and online studio due to the inability to observe visual
cues (Conrad, 2004). Visual cues on students, for body language or reaction, give faculty the
ability to observe and interact as needed in live studios (Conrad, 2004). Students cannot be
observed for online studio education if preferred not being seen online, leaving faculty “in the
dark” (Conrad, 2004, p. 35).
Moreover, the transition from a traditional to a non-traditional method of teaching online
studio education can be tricky. It may be challenging and unfamiliar for faculty trying to figure
out the proper way of teaching, especially without online students’ interactions. Faculty should
“continue to work collaboratively, sharing practices and resources with each other” (Jankowski,
2020, p. 26). Another important matter is that faculty “should ensure that learning outcomes are
clearly defined, that courses and curricula are designed around them” (Jankowski, 2020, p. 26).
The online pedagogy used should provide the opportunity for the student learning environment
to be somewhat equal to the in-class version of learning. However, “it is a return to assessment
basics—being clear about what is most important for students to learn in the context of what is
reasonable and doable for students and faculty” (Jankowski, 2020, p. 27).
There will be barriers in an online environment, and students may not be prepared to
handle “in terms of meeting proper technology and bandwidth requirements, and best practices in
online learning and assessment do not apply to current inequitable situations and pandemic lived
circumstances” (Jankowski, 2020, p. 25). Faculty must provide detailed syllabi with information
on navigating using online platforms with menus and help. Once the students understand how to
use the online platforms, communication between students and faculty will overcome the online
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environment barriers. King (2017) emphasized that students also need “the power of motivation”
as the key for “conquering the many challenges of the digital age” (p. 8). Students and faculty
must triumph over the barriers through interaction from an online environment. Interaction in an
online environment clearly states the importance of creativity for A&D programs for university
students in both settings: face-to-face and online.
Faculty and Student Online Learning Issues
Online education and face-to-face learning may never be equal. In other words,
“[p]reference for face-to-face teaching and student learning did not change” (Sheffield,
McSweeney, & Panych, 2015, p. 1). Students seemed to prefer on-campus courses (Maloney &
Kim, 2020). Students may not be engaging in the dialogue and creative thinking in the same way
that happens in a classroom. For example, a learning model called HyFlex can offer courses for
both college students and faculty to interact simultaneously with on-campus and online students
during class to gain equal opportunities in engagements (Maloney & Kim, 2020).
Faculty and Student Creativity with Online Learning
In transitioning to online learning, creativity also needs to be addressed. Teaching and
learning enable participation and student engagement with creativity (Smith & Dean, 2009).
Kaufman and Sternberg (2007) believe that creativity has valuable benefits to the classroom.
Even though creativity is abstract and complex, it is essential in numerous areas, including
education, culture, and society. It is clear that creativity is an essential in any art form including
A&D.
However, for students with a desire for continuous education that are not able to be
present in a classroom, they may have educational opportunities online (Merriam & Bierema,
2018; Miiller & Smith, 2009). Expressly, we need to find ways to connect live studio classes so
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that all students, on-campus and off campus, have more access to these critical, creative
environments. With a connection like a Zoom for live studio classes, online students can choose
to participate with on-campus students during projects or learn a technique from a faculty
demonstration.
Additionally, a Zoom link can make online students feel present in a studio classroom
where they cannot physically be present. It is particularly important since most art classes are
live studio-based. If an online student does not have the hands-on exposure to live studio work
and the professor’s instruction, they will not get the full breadth and potential of an A&D
education. It is vital for students to experience live studio work online, and a Zoom meeting with
faculty to view demonstrations possibly enhances the creative learning environment. If the
frequencies prove students’ full breadth and potential, the university must update the innovative
learning environment, especially in the digital age.
Faculty and Student Social Interactions
With online platforms like Zoom, faculty and students can connect to live classes online
to work together through idea exchanging and problem-solving for social interaction. Interaction
for support can ease the isolation for both on-campus and online students by keeping in contact
(Maher, Burroughs, Dietz, & Karnbach, 2010). While online students are revising their artwork,
isolation can come into play because they have no interaction with the faculty in a live studio
class. Isolation can make it difficult for online students to regularly keep up with the work or feel
unheard if they do not receive feedback from faculty or peers (Picciano, 2017). Moreover, in the
A&D program, students could share their creative projects or problem-solving strategies during
virtual face-to-face meetings. However, if students cannot utilize a face-to-face meeting, they
must share online somehow, perhaps through a different platform, or submit a video on projects.
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Students can also use a discussion board to communicate with each other.
Communication can be addressed using a course’s discussion board within institutional learning
management systems (LMS) such as Blackboard or Moodle. Further, faculty utilize the
discussion board for students to answer questions or have discussions about problem-solving
students’ projects (Picciano, 2017).
LMS’s are also offer a valuable group work format for both students and faculty. Online
platforms allow students and faculty to collaborate by concentrating on problem-solving and
critical thinking together (Picciano, 2017). Critical thinking together by using discussion boards
or a Zoom meeting, allows students to talk to one another. Similarly, electronically, both oncampus and online, students’ collaborative learning and sharing could increase the effectiveness
of engagement in the class (Picciano, 2017). Feedback, according to Picciano (2017), “can be
incorporated as a powerful pedagogical strategy” for exchange between students and faculty
through online platforms (p.180). Students could submit their learning assessments digitally on
Blackboard to be graded by faculty (Picciano, 2017). Likewise, through online platforms,
students could create their self-assessment rubrics and self-reflect, where they grade themselves,
their artwork, and provide feedback on their peers’ projects and presentations (Davis, 2009;
Wright & Innes, 2014; Ko & Rossen, 2017; Allen, Darby & Lang, 2019).
Video conferencing such as Zoom serve both on-campus and online students allowing
faculty to communicate during critiques and examine student portfolios (Picciano, 2017). In the
same fashion, students can demonstration how they completed their art project as an online
connection for live studio A&D classes through synchronous communication.
Online Education and Pedagogy Regarding Creativity
Online education and pedagogy can cultivate a creative learning environment while
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meeting the missions of research universities. The A&D field emphasizes the collaboration
between faculty and students as a cornerstone of creativity for online education. Brigance (2011)
noted that colleges and universities will have to find a way to make online education work. For
example, studio pedagogical teaching methods may not be compatible with distance learning
(Errey & McPherson, 2015). In short, art is a valuable part of interaction to be maintained even
in online spaces (Ko & Rossen, 2017). To this end, it may be practicable to move studio teaching
for online education in A&D courses, providing additional resources for synchronous
communication.
Student creativity was a crucial component for developing new ideas (Kaufman &
Sternberg, 2007; O’Neill, 2011). For instance, students creatively interacted with each other for
ideas and their faculty guidance with technology-enhanced tools in the studio classes. Expressly,
in A&D classes that use appropriate traditional tools and technology-enhanced tools, we need to
find a way to connect online studio classes so that all students (on-campus and online) have more
access to these critical, creative environments. With a connection like a Zoom meeting from live
studio classes, online students could choose to participate with on-campus students during
projects or learn a technique from a faculty demonstration.
The connections with live studio and online studio students suggested a possibility for
A&D programs to enable and generate a technology-enhancement environment for creativity like
a traditional studio learning education. Closing the gap between live and online studios means
including all future A&D programs with technology-enhanced tools. It is essential to know the
differences between faculty perspectives and students’ experiences of the quality of studio
learning, traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities in
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A&D programs during the COVID-19 global pandemic to contribute to the future of online
higher education.
Faculty may need to rethink and redesign their teaching methods for both face-to-face
and online formats (Brigance, 2010). Creativity for education has been examined as relevant and
a reference (Kaufman & Sternberg, 2007, p. 57). Ascough (2002) stressed the need to develop
different teaching skills in an online higher education program, even though a teaching method
for the face-to-face format is thriving, may not be as successful for an online format. Ascough
(2002) argued that it is caused by a different teaching method for online. While online teaching
contributes to the problem, live studios and online students’ learning are also important.
Nevertheless, faculty will need to experiment with online platforms and tools to succeed for
student learning (Ascough (2002).
For instance, Alter (2014) considered that professors, at the beginning of an unfamiliar
setting, will face uncertainty for online teaching creativity in studios and online students’
learning for the challenging programs. Since the global COVID-19 pandemic, the explosive use
of technology has changed teaching and education, more so for online learning.
There are many online technology tool platforms such as the course management system
Blackboard, which includes an integrated tool set including discussion boards, these can
facilitate a creative learning environment for online courses. Additionally, a Zoom link can make
online students feel present in a studio classroom where they cannot physically be present. It is
particularly important since most art classes are live studio-based. If an online student does not
have the hands-on exposure to live studio work and the professor’s instruction, they will not get
the full breadth and potential of an A&D education. It is vital for students to experience live
studio work online, and a Zoom meeting with faculty to view demonstrations possibly enhances

23

the creative learning environment. If the frequencies prove students’ full breadth and potential,
the university must update the innovative learning environment, especially in the digital age.
A&D programs must ensure creativity in classes and in all learning environments,
regardless of delivery method. Online communication can also be beneficial in these classrooms.
During a Zoom meeting, which offers synchronous communication, students could present their
creative works to show if the piece is adequate for the dimension and scale. The online learning
environment needs to be meaningful or at least somewhat equal to the in-class version. The
learning formats may never be equal, but the challenge is how to make it as equal or as
meaningful as practicable and possible considering faculty are not always engaging students
directly face-to-face. Online students may not be engaging in the dialogue and thinking through
ideas for creativity in the same way as on-campus students in a classroom or sitting with a group
of people. It is not that online students cannot be creative using a communication mediums like
Zoom, but it is challenging to engage with each other comfortably like an in-class experience.
Limitations in Creativity
Creativity has its limits and is still relevant today. Creativity has been researched since
Walkup’s study in 1965, especially for online students lacking traditional hands-on equipment
and appropriate traditional hand tools. Walkup (1965), where there was no online learning during
this scholar’s study, indicated that there could be limitations in creativity because of “the fact
that different [students] use vastly different visualizations in thinking” when problem-solving or
engaging creatively on art and designs (p. 38). In contrast, online students use their visualization
and thinking through technology-enhanced tools or whatever tools they may have on hand for
their online studio education. In today’s time, scholars agree that creativity in online education
has barriers such as learning difficulties, lack of instructional-pedagogical materials in other
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words, limitations (Valenzuela Vianna & Soriano de Alencar, 2006). Furthermore, for more
effective education, faculty can teach creativity depending on students’ "uniqueness of their
ability to visualize" and creative thinking (Walkup, 1965, p.39).
Blazhenkova and Kozhevnikov (2016) claimed that “the findings provide a clear
indication that assessing general creativity independently of the domain, as it has been done so
far in most team creativity literature, might be somewhat limited” (p. 123). The current and past
literature exposed gaps and provided the limitation in understanding how creativity is generated.
Studies from Walkup (1965) about creativity indicated countless ways individuals engage
creativity. Although I agreed with Walkup (1965) up to a point, I cannot accept his overall
conclusion that one cannot determine creativity. However, the existing literature does not
consider an analysis of creativity in each person’s critical thinking, instruction, and
experimentation (Blazhenkova & Kozhevnikov, 2016).
Blazhenkova and Kozhevnikov (2016) contended “a clear indication” that there is a
limitation in composing a theory about the subject of creativity (p. 133). Kaufman and Sternberg
(2007) agreed that “creativity brings valuable benefits to the classroom” (p.55). Likewise, the
literature and research resources illustrate the importance of each student’s thinking about their
creativity and projects for A&D online classes that evolve around tools.
Strategies for Teaching Online
With ever-evolving platforms, additional resources, and advancing technologies, higher
education faculty must embrace strategies for teaching online courses regardless of the subject
(Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017; Marshaley & Sclater, 2020). Naturally, certain
classes would be more challenging than others. For example, how can students accomplish
specific printmaking techniques such as lithography or intaglio without the availability of press
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machinery? Without these necessary tools there is a need to adjust online teaching methods
(Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017). Still, because of the isolation of being online
students, high-quality learning can be a missing link in online academic education without any
professional assistance, especially in introductory classes (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen,
2017).
In the case of isolation, effective online education regarding creativity and academic
ability can be achievable through feedback, step-by-step demonstration videos, and synchronous
communication during live critiques (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017). The use of
Blackboard for blogs or discussion boards for critiques during an online section and for showing
digital photographs of students’ artworks, could provide the crucial interaction between student
and faculty for successful learning (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017).
This study examined interactions and different approaches in teaching A&D to students
in higher education with every instructional structure (synchronous, asynchronous, and blended
for online). Their main objective was to determine the conditions of the problem by analyzing
the outcomes of online students’ work and using the learning analytics processor (Sclater, 2017;
Martin & Ndoye, 2016). This area needed some effective procedures for online students to
conform as successful involvements. It is important to note that isolation online can be subjective
with a lack of social construction if not interactive with others or faculty (Darby & Lang, 2019;
Ko & Rossen, 2017). Therefore, there is a need to understand the importance of interaction from
faculty, primarily through positivity feedback and learning analytics (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko &
Rossen, 2017; Martin & Ndoye, 2016).
While this may be true, faculty in higher education accepted challenges for teaching
online courses regardless of which subject (Marshaley & Sclater, 2020). Still, some specific
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media may cause uncertainty and problematic situations (Darby & Lang, 2019). “While physical
studio settings do differ, they tend to be notably more resource intensive – in terms of space,
staff, workshops, equipment – than many university degrees programs” (Zehner, Forsyth,
Musgrave, Neale, de la Harpe, Peterson, & Frankham, 2009, p. v). For example, online students
would struggle for access to specific tools or equipment for A&D coursework.
Challenges for Class Structure
In terms of materials and instructions, the pedagogy of online courses will require
assessment by creating a critical component in how creativity is taught/emphasized in classrooms
(Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017). How might those teaching lessons be transferred to
online platforms (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017)? Video conferences and step-bystep tutorials/lectures must be available to university students 24/7 to perform their projects
correctly and safely. By keeping in mind that online students would not necessarily be “in” class
simultaneously as classes are taking place (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017). If the
university’s chemistry labs are a potential example of doable success, this would be an
opportunity to provide suggestions for faculty on handling online platforms and teaching
methods (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017).
For instance, the studied Midwestern university department requires modern technology
for online platforms in studio spaces to promote collaboration through synchronous
communication (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017). By adding newer technology in the
art department studios, the development will be in infant stages. It will take experiences to
develop designs and creativity to keep both on-campus and online students engaged to be
successful in this kind of learning environment (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017).
There was one room for a Zoom connection for online students: why not in the studios? Online
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students could have an “almost” face-to-face communication experience with faculty for
guidance with their projects (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017). The Zoom technology
would also be convenient for any student who may not physically attend the classroom because
of sickness, bad weather, injury, etc. (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017). With the
assumption, some faculty with years of experience in traditional studio teaching may not be techsavvy for the first-time using Zoom technology for synchronous communication during their
class sessions. Teaching online will be different, unlike teaching methods used in the classroom
(Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017).
Studio Pedagogies for Online Classrooms
Studio teaching is different from standard lecture teaching (Bain, 2004); it has been
around since the Renaissance era (Chamorro-Koc & Kurimasuriyar, 2018). To transition from a
traditional to a non-traditional method of teaching online is a risk (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko &
Rossen, 2017). It may be foreign trying to figure out the best way of teaching, especially without
much interaction with online students (Darby & Lang, 2019; Ko & Rossen, 2017). It would take
some creativity in making learning accessible at everyone’s convenience for art projects and
critiques.
Faculty could design activities for formative assessments so online students could gain
excellent studio learning. Faculty can also provide demonstrations on techniques from the live
studio for online students to watch and learn (Beatty, 2021). In these formative assessments,
faculty could interact with online students who do not have traditional hands-on equipment or
appropriate traditional hand tools. Students may not be engaging in the dialogue and thinking
through creatively for ideas in the same way that happens in a classroom or sitting with a group
of people (Bereczki & Karpati, 2018).
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Learning in a classroom/studio with a faculty is a format that can achieve thorough
interaction and guidance (Beatty, 2021; Martin & Ndoye, 2016). But what about online
education without much faculty interaction and guidance? Will teaching A&D online be as
successful as teaching live studio coursework? Could online students connect with live studios
without any necessary equipment for projects via an online synchronous-asynchronous class? Is
it possible to teach creativity online? Based on students’ data surveys, the data and learning
analytics can provide student learning in online for all courses (Martin & Ndoye, 2016).
Conceptual Framework
Art & Design distance learning takes more than one learning theory to be effective (Kolb,
1984; Picciano, 2017). However, Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory, could benefit a
successful online program. Kolb’s experiential learning style theory is typically represented by
“a four-stage learning cycle,” meaning that students use a learning style during an educational
course (McLeod, 2017, p. 2). Nevertheless, each student uses a different learning style (McLeod,
2017). The four learning styles from Kolb’s Experiential Learning theory are Diverging (feeling
and watching), Assimilating (watching and thinking), Converging (doing and thinking), and
Accommodating (doing and feeling) (Figure 1, p. 30) (McLeod, 2017).
Kolb’s Experiential Learning Style Theory
Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory (Figure 1) could effectively work by focusing on
and bringing together the importance of the interaction between students and faculty. McLeod
(2017) explained, “Kolb believed that we could not perform both variables on a single axis at the
same time (e.g., think and feel)” (p. 4). McLeod (2017) also pointed out that Kolb “believed
[students] cannot perform … at the same time (e.g., think and feel)” (p. 4). Kolb’s Experiential
Learning theory makes the most sense for connecting between students and faculty (Figure 1) in

29

online education McLeod (2017). According to Figure 1, effective learning happens when
faculty provide demonstrations for students to observe reflective observation and think about
abstract conceptualism in the creative process (McLeod, 2017).
Additionally, students need to learn by experimenting with their work, active
experimentation, while engaging with their emotions, concrete experience, simultaneously
(Figure 1) (McLeod, 2017). Without any interaction between faculty and students online, there
will be a need for social interaction with each other for successful learning by accommodating,
diverging, assimilating, and converging (Figure 1) (McLeod, 2017). As a result, Kolb’s
Experiential Learning theory is the overarching conceptual framework for this paper. This
theory for the interaction between students and faculty may show where assessment can improve
learning and teaching through the learning analysis (Sclater, 2017).
With the diverging learning style, students enjoy working together to discuss creative
options and imaginations (McLeod, 2017). These students prefer asking for opinions from others
and gathering resources about their art projects (McLeod, 2017). On the other hand, assimilating
allows students to watch and think instead of participating heavily in group discussions
(McLeod, 2017). Students who like to engage in art experimentations would use the converging
learning style (McLeod, 2017). Lastly, in the accommodating learning style, students tend to rely
on others’ input instead of creating, critically-thinking, or solving their art projects’
complications (McLeod, 2017). While some of these learning styles may seem not to work for
online students because they are isolated from physically being in the studio, modules like
Blackboard provide credible alternatives that address that isolation (Ko & Rossen, 2017;
McLeod, 2017). These alternatives may not be perfect, but they are a step closer to the ideal
online learning experience from these learning styles and creative thinking processes.
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Under those circumstances, according to the variables in Kolb’s Experiential Learning
theory, this implies that students can think/do creative thinking but not think and feel
simultaneously (McLeod, 2017). Students perform better by thinking and watching their faculty
demonstrate or guide their studio work (McLeod, 2017).
Figure 1
A Framework as a Guide for Students in Live and Online Studios. This model is adopted from
Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory Model (McLeod, 2017, p. 4).

Kolb’s Experiential Learning theory is efficient for learning in the A&D courses because
of the learning styles (McLeod, 2017). According to McLeod (2017), these four learning styles
enable each student to learn their way. Diverging is a learning style when students prefer to
watch while gathering information. Students who have an assimilating learning style prefer to
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concentrate on abstract concepts rather than working with others. With converging learning
styles, students like to experiment with new ideas and solve problems. The last learning style,
accommodating, is “hands-on” and students would instead rely on others for information
(McLeod, 2017). Furthermore, faculty need to “ensure that activities are designed and carried out
in ways that offer each learner the chance to engage in the matter that suits them best” for the
A&D program (McLeod, 2017, p. 8).
Overall, with the conceptual framework, based on their perspectives and experiences on
A&D programs, it was apparent for students and faculty to learn and teach each other how to
prepare the learning goals for the best studio learning and studio learning opportunities in either
live studio or online studio for the university. The lesson preparation must improvise for future
online courses by identifying the curriculum’s strengths and weaknesses. Naturally, the A&D
program continued to consider hazard safety, online technology, and limitations on procedures
without traditional hands-on equipment or traditional hand tools for online.
Today’s higher education for A&D programs has changed dramatically during the
COVID-19 global pandemic for both live in-person and online studios, especially for classes that
utilize specific equipment. It is essential to have the learning analytics figure out the possibility
of including distance learning for students who cannot be present in live studio courses,
especially in a challenging environment such as A&D courses with extensive or specialized
equipment. As any field continues to increase online education offerings, the diversification of
learning environments must concentrate and focus on hands-on learning (Merceron, Blikstein, &
Siemens, 2016). Students must be educated in digital age skills and be able to solve complex
problems for today’s job market (Milligan & Griffin, 2015; Saucerman, Ruis, & Williamson
Shaffer, 2017).
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With students enrolled in programs, scholars Martin and Ndoye (2016) addressed that
“[l]earning analytics can be used to enhance student engagement and performance in online
courses” (p. 2). Similarly, with the challenges of online classes, one could argue the same for live
studios. The study results noted that distance learning for courses with traditional hands-on
equipment and traditional hand tools did not interact well with studio learning. Qualtrics surveys
showed findings based on students’ experiences and satisfaction in studio learning with a high
agreement for increased digital skills in A&D programs. Ideally, this project’s findings revealed
that there is a possibility of moving all A&D live studio courses online. In short, the research
found recommendations for formative assessments in the digital age by focusing on the
possibility of offering A&D online courses for any art medium.
Online Learning
Not every course can meet student demand, as evidenced by a lack of online classes in
the A&D field. Online education has new teaching formats, which is essential because different
subjects/majors have different needs and challenges. For instance, an online A&D course will
have different needs and requirements than an English or Math class. These needs might bring
the quality and equal opportunities of these A&D online courses into question. To achieve this,
on-campus courses must incorporate online formats to create an online learning environment that
can enable live studio participation and student engagement with creativity (Plucker, Beghetto, &
Dow, 2004; O'Neill, 2011).
Kaufman and Sternberg (2007) have noted that “creativity is sometimes seen as irrelevant
to educational practice,” while stressing how much “creativity brings valuable benefits to the
[live studio] classroom” (p. 55). Kaufman and Sternberg (2007) pointed out that creativity is a
thriving topic worldwide. Even though creativity can be abstract and complex, it is essential in
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numerous areas, including education, culture, and society (Plucker, Beghetto, & Dow, 2004;
Kaufman & Sternberg, 2007; O'Neill, 2011).

34

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This research is designed to find out the differences between faculty perspectives and
students’ experiences of the quality of studio learning, traditional studio learning opportunities,
and online studio learning opportunities in one Art & Design (A&D) program during the
COVID-19 pandemic in the Fall 2020 and Spring 2021 semesters. The researcher aimed to
examine the constructs of quality of studio learning, traditional studio learning opportunities, and
online studio learning opportunities in the digital age of A&D education. The study’s data about
the differences may suggest improvement needed to increase technology-enhanced tools for
traditional studio learning and online studio learning in an A&D program to be in line with other
university higher education digital age programs.
The June 12, 2020, Chronicle of Higher Education Survey is a credible, validated survey
about programs moving to online learning. The researcher used three statements from the
Chronicle’s survey as evidence to support the challenges for A&D online education. The three
statements from the Chronicle Survey are: (1) “Faculty members and administrators agreed that
their institutions’ online courses ... were inferior to what had been offered in person,” (2)
“faculty members and administrators reported ‘somewhat’ to experiencing challenges to remote
teaching and learning” with technology and platforms, and (3) “faculty members and
administrators agreed their experience teaching remotely was somewhat positive,” (The
Chronicle of Higher Education, 2020, p. 9).
This Chronicle survey was sent to higher education programs between May 11 and May
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17, 2020, during the COVID-19 pandemic, as an emergency effort to move them toward online
education (The Chronicle of Higher Education, 2020). Since then, faculty members and
administrators have had more online teaching experiences (Flaherty, 2020; Marshaley & Sclater,
2020).
The three statements from the Chronicle of Higher Education (2020) used in this research
reinforced the quality of studio learning, traditional studio learning opportunities, and online
studio learning opportunities. The Midwest university’s A&D faculty and students responded to
the survey using a Qualtrics software Likert-type six-point scale. The quality of that instrument
is limited in that not all A&D programs provide technology-enhanced tools and online studio
learning opportunities.
Purpose of Study
This study aimed to determine the A&D faculty perspectives and student experiences in
their A&D program during the pandemic. The methodology used was a quantitative survey to
determine the participants’ confidence levels in the constructs of quality of studio learning,
traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities. Quantitative
data collection was analyzed in the goal to better understand faculty perspectives and student
experiences and satisfaction about traditional and technology-enhanced learning in a Midwest
university’s A&D program in the Fall 2020 and Spring 2021 semesters during the COVID-19
pandemic. To assess the quality of studio learning and the need for technology-enhanced tools
for both live and online studio courses, the researcher used the institution's Qualtrics software for
the online quantitative-orientated survey. The Statistical Package for the Social Services (SPSS)
software was used for the data from the survey.
Participants included faculty who were teaching studio courses and enrolled students in
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an A&D program during the pandemic. These participants would provide for a more holistic
perspective about the possibility of teaching and learning with technology-enhanced tools for
both on-campus and online studio courses in the A&D program.
Based on the participation procedures and data collection of constructs, the instrument for
the information was provided by addressing the four research questions for this study’s
relationship-based research design. The reliability and validity of the quantitative procedures is
explained, and the summary of the findings and discussion is addressed below.
Participants
The university’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved the study (Appendix A). The
researcher provided online Qualtrics survey links through the Midwest university’s email
addresses to a sample of nine faculty members. The university’s Office of the Registrar sent the
online Qualtrics survey to 241 A&D majors, A&D minors, and non-major students who were
enrolled in A&D courses during the Fall 2020 and Spring 2021 semesters. The percentage
response rate of faculty was 33.33% and response rate of students was 8.71%.
Instrumentation
The faculty survey focused on teaching perspectives, and the student survey focused on
experiences and satisfaction about traditional and technology-enhanced learning in the A&D
program. The study concentrated on three constructs of confidence regarding faculty
perspectives and student experiences and satisfaction about traditional and technology-enhanced
learning in the A&D program. The researcher measured the level of agreement on nine questions
by using a 6-point Likert-type scale with 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = somewhat agree, 4 =
somewhat disagree, 5 = disagree, and 6 = strongly disagree. All 24 of the respondents rated their
agreement or disagreement to questions using the Qualtrics online survey.
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Figure 2 shows faculty constructs and survey items regarding the A&D program run for
the Cronbach alpha from the reliability statistics and results revealed in Tables 2 and 5.
Figure 2
Faculty Construct and Survey Items
Q4. I am confident with my ability to teach studio learning in art and
design with traditional and modern methods in the digital age.
Q5. I am confident with my ability to teach studio learning in art and
design on methods to students using an online or hybrid delivery
mode.

Studio Learning
Q4, Q5, Q6

Q6. I am confident with my ability to teach studio learning in art and
design to impact students’ learning at this university.
Q7. I am pleased with the quality of the traditional studio learning
opportunities that are art transferable and applicable to today’s realworld settings.

Art &
Design
Programs

Traditional Studio
Learning Opportunities
Q7, Q8, Q9

Q8. I am pleased with the quality of the traditional studio learning
opportunities that broadened their expertise and art & design skills.
Q9. I am pleased with the quality of the traditional studio learning
opportunities that prepare them for a future career in this area.

Q10. I am pleased with the quality of the online studio learning
opportunities that are art transferable and applicable to today’s realworld settings.

Online Studio Learning
Opportunities
Q10, Q11, Q12

Q11. I am pleased with the quality of the online studio learning
opportunities that broadened their expertise and art & design skills.
Q12. I am pleased with the quality of the online studio learning
opportunities that prepare them for a future career in this area.

Figure 3 shows student participants’ constructs and survey items regarding the A&D
program run for the Cronbach alpha from the reliability statistics and results in Tables 4 and 5.
Figure 3
Students’ Construct and Survey Items
Q4. I am satisfied with my Art and Design Program in terms of the
studio learning in art and design with traditional methods in the
digital age.

Studio Learning
Q4, Q5, Q6

Q5. I am satisfied with my Art and Design Program in terms of the
studio learning in art and design for face to face, online, or hybrid
delivered courses.
Q6. I am satisfied with my Art and Design Program in terms of the
studio learning in art and design with the overall experience at this
university.
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Q7. I am satisfied with the Art and Design Program in terms of the
studio learning opportunities in experimentation for various ideas
that are applicable to today’s real-world settings.

Art &
Design
Programs

Q8. I am satisfied with the Art and Design Program in terms of the
studio learning opportunities that broadened my expertise and skills
for a future career in this area.

Traditional Studio
Learning Opportunities
Q7, Q8, Q9

Q9. I am satisfied with the Art and Design Program in terms of the
studio learning opportunities in my experience at this university.

Q10. I am satisfied with my Art and Design education in terms of
technology-enhanced studio learning and experimentation with new
technology and materials.

Online Studio Learning
Opportunities
Q10, Q11, Q12

Q11. I am satisfied with my Art and Design education in terms of
technology-enhanced studio learning that promoted the development of
better analytical, communication, and artistic skills.
Q12. I am satisfied with my Art and Design education in terms of
technology-enhanced studio learning in my experience at this
university.

Analysis/Research Design
Independent sample t-tests were used in the analysis. The independent variable was the
participant’s level of agreement or disagreement about the studio learning and technologyenhanced learning in the A&D program during the COVID-19 pandemic, Fall 2020 and Spring
2021 semesters. The dependent variables were the constructs of confidence in studio learning,
traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities. From obtaining
the construct of confidence in studio learning, Q4, Q5, and Q6 were averaged in the agreement.
From obtaining the construct of confidence in traditional studio learning opportunities, Q7, Q8,
and Q9 were averaged in the agreement. From obtaining the construct of confidence in online
studio learning opportunities, Q10, Q11, and Q12 were high in agreement.
Procedure
The surveys were distributed via email to faculty and students using the institutional
Qualtrics software for courses that occurred during the fall 2020 and spring 2021 semesters. The
A&D department faculty members received an email Invitation Letter (Appendix B) and a Study
Information Sheet (Appendix C), which included Qualtrics survey link. The university’s Office
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of the Registrar sent an email Invitation Letter (Appendix B) and a Study Information Sheet
(Appendix D), which included a Qualtrics survey link to all students enrolled in the A&D
program (majors, minors, and non-majors, non-minors).
Summary
Chapter III explained the purpose of the study, the participants, and the analysis and
research design procedure for the research methodology. Chapter IV will offer the quantitative
survey results for four research questions. The quantitative data were analyzed to be generalized
into the percentage of agreement on three constructs, correlation and measures of internal
consistency, and percentage differences on faculty and students.

40

CHAPTER IV
SIGNIFICANCE OF STUDY AND FINDINGS
In this chapter, the quantitative data findings that describe faculty perspectives and
student experiences and satisfaction are included with construct comparisons of the quality of
studio learning, traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning
opportunities. The participants contributed their views for the percentages about in-class
instructions for videos, online resources, and additional online digital skills for any A&D course.
First Research Question Results
The first research question was as follows: What are faculty perspectives on the digital
age for A&D education constructs in terms of the quality of studio learning, traditional studio
learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities?
Percentage of Agreement on Faculty Perspectives
Table 1 reveals data relevant to participants’ responses to the first research question by
showing the percentage of agreement for each question from the Qualtrics survey. The highest
percentage of agreement, 66.7%, was for questions Q6 through Q12 where there was agreement.
The lowest percentage of agreement, 33.3%, was for questions Q4 and Q5. The percentage
results of some form of agreement for those nine questions, Q4 through Q12, are considered high
from three faculty members.
Table 1
Percentage of Some Form of Agreement for Faculty, Mean, and Standard Deviation
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% Some
Form of
Agreement

Question

C1. Studio Learning
Q4. I am confident with my ability to teach studio
learning in art and design with traditional and
modern methods in the digital age.
Q5. I am confident with my ability to teach studio
learning in art and design on methods to students
using an online or hybrid delivered courses.
Q6. I am confident with my ability to teach studio
learning in art and design to impact students’
learning at this university.
C2. Traditional Studio Learning Opportunities
Q7. I am pleased with the quality of the traditional
studio learning opportunities that are art
transferable and applicable in today’s real–world
settings.
Q8. I am pleased with the quality of the traditional
studio learning opportunities that broadened their
expertise and art & design skills.
Q9. I am pleased with the quality of the traditional
studio learning opportunities that prepare them for
a future career in this area.
C3. Online Studio Learning Opportunities
Q10. I am pleased with the quality of the online
studio learning opportunities that are art
transferable and applicable to today’s
real-world settings.
Q11. I am pleased with the quality of the online
studio learning opportunities that broadened
their expertise and art & design skills.
Q12. I am pleased with the quality of the online
studio learning opportunities that prepare
them for a future career in this area.

M

SD

33.3

1.7

0.6

33.3

2.3

1.2

66.7

1.7

1.2

66.7

2.0

1.0

66.7

1.7

1.2

66.7

2.0

1.0

66.7

2.7

1.5

66.7

2.7

1.5

66.7

2.7

1.5

Correlation and Measures of Internal Consistency for Faculty
Table 2 shows the reliability and correlations for each of the constructs as averaged. The
correlation was r = .95 for the confidence between studio learning in A&D and traditional studio
learning opportunities. The correlation was r = 1.0 for the confidence between traditional studio
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learning and online studio learning opportunities. The other item regarding the confidence
between studio learning in A&D and online studio learning opportunities revealed the correlation
was r = .93.
Table 2
Correlation of Subscale Constructs and Measures of Internal Consistency for Faculty
Construct
Number
C1.
C2.
C3.

Subscale Constructs

Question
Numbers

Studio Learning in Art &
Design
Traditional Studio
Learning Opportunities
Online Studio Learning
Opportunities

Q4, Q5, Q6
Q7, Q8, Q9
Q10, Q11, Q12

C1.

C2.

a

.79
.95*
1.0*

.97
.93*

1.0

*p < .05
Second Research Question Results
The second research question was as follows: What are the students’ experiences and
satisfaction with the digital age for the A&D education constructs in terms of the quality of
studio learning, traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning
opportunities?
Percentage of Agreement on Students’ Experiences
Table 3 reveals the participants responses to the second question on the Qualtrics survey.
The data displayed the percentage of agreement for each question, with the two highest
percentages of agreement for questions Q4 and Q6 about studio learning in the digital age at their
university. The lowest percentage of agreement was for two questions Q10 and Q11 about the
online studio learning opportunities with technology-enhanced tools to promote students’ skills
at their university. The percentage of some form of agreement for the nine survey questions
revealed results that are mainly considered high.
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Table 3
Percentage of Some Form of Agreement for Students, Mean, and Standard Deviation
% Some
Form of
Agreement

Question
C1. Studio Learning
Q4. I am satisfied with my Art & Design program in
terms of the studio learning in art and design
with the traditional methods in the digital age.
Q5. I am satisfied with my Art & Design program in
terms of the studio learning in art and design for
face-to-face, online, or hybrid delivered courses.
Q6. I am satisfied with the Art & Design program in
terms of the studio learning in art and design
with the overall experience at this university.
C2. Traditional Studio Learning Opportunities
Q7. I am satisfied with the Art & Design program in
terms of the studio learning opportunities in
experimentation for various ideas that are
applicable in today’s real–world settings.
Q8. I am satisfied with the Art & Design program in
terms of the studio learning opportunities that
broadened my expertise and skills for a future
career in this area.
Q9. I am satisfied with the Art & Design program in
terms of the studio learning opportunities in my
experience at this university.
C3. Online Studio Learning Opportunities
Q10. I am pleased with my Art & Design education
in terms of technology-enhanced studio learning
and experimentation with new
technology and materials.
Q11. I am pleased with my Art & Design education
in terms of technology-enhanced studio learning
that promoted the development of better analytic,
communication, and artistic skills.
Q12. I am pleased with my Art & Design education
in terms of technology-enhanced studio learning
in my experience at this university.

M

SD

85.7

2.6

1.3

81.0

2.7

1.3

85.7

2.5

1.3

81.0

2.7

1.4

81.0

2.5

1.6

81.0

2.5

1.5

75.0

2.8

1.7

75.0

2.9

1.6

85.0

2.6

1.5

Correlation and Measures of Internal Consistency for Students
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Table 4 reveals the constructs regarding student confidence in studio learning, traditional
studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities. The table also shows the
Pearson correlation between each of the constructs.
Table 4 shows the reliability and correlations for each of the constructs as averaged. The
correlation was r = .96 for the confidence between studio learning in A&D and traditional studio
learning opportunities. The correlation was r = .88 for the confidence between traditional studio
learning and online studio learning opportunities. The other item regarding the confidence
between studio learning in A&D and online studio learning opportunities revealed the correlation
was r = .83.
Table 4
Correlation of Subscale Constructs and Measures of Internal Consistency for Students
Construct Subscale Constructs
Number

Question
Numbers

C1.

C1.

Studio Learning in
Art & Design

Q4, Q5, Q6

C2.

Traditional
Studio Learning
Opportunities
Online Studio
Learning
Opportunities

Q7, Q8, Q9

.96*

Q10, Q11, Q12

.88*

C3.

C2.

a

.99
.96
.83*

.96

*p < .05
Third Research Question Results
The third research question was as follows: Is there a difference between the faculty and
student perspectives about the digital age for Art & Design education in terms of the constructs
of quality of studio learning, traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning
opportunities?
Percentage of Agreement in Differences on Constructs
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Table 5 shows the percentage of agreement of faculty and student participants on the
Qualtrics survey. These percentages of agreement decreased from studio learning to online
studio learning opportunities for the A&D program. The lowest percentage difference between
faculty and student perspectives was obtained for the C3 construct, questions Q10, Q11, and
Q12. The highest agreement was obtained for the C1 construct, questions Q4, Q5, and Q6. The
least positive disparity—greater agreement among faculty vs. students—was obtained for
questions Q10 and Q11 and was 8.3%. The greatest positive disparity—greater agreement among
students vs. faculty—was obtained for questions Q4 and was 54.2%. Overall, the agreement
between both cohorts was not high, with students answering more favorably than faculty. The
rationale for any higher education program experiencing technology advances is to thoroughly
train each student using digital technology-enhanced learning tools and through instructional
videos delivered via YouTube and online resources (Burke et al., 2009; Quinn, 2011).
Table 5
Percentage of Some Form of Agreement for Faculty versus Students
Faculty
% Some
Form of
Agreement

Question
C1. Studio Learning in Art & Design
Q4. I am confident and satisfied with the studio
learning in art and design with traditional and
modern methods in the digital age.
Q5. I am confident and satisfied with the studio
learning in art and design on methods for faceto-face, online, or hybrid delivered courses.
Q6. I am confident and satisfied with the studio
learning in art and design with the overall
experience at this university.
C2. Traditional Studio Learning Opportunities
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Students
% Some
Difference %
Form of
Some Form of
Agreement Agreement

33.3

87.5

54.2

33.3

81.0

47.7

33.3

85.7

52.4

Q7. I am pleased and satisfied with the traditional
studio learning opportunities that are art
transferable and applicable in today’s real–
world settings.
Q8. I am pleased and satisfied with the traditional
studio learning opportunities that broadened
my expertise and skills.
Q9. I am pleased and satisfied with the traditional
studio learning opportunities in my experience
at this university and for a future career in this
area.
C3. Online Studio Learning Opportunities
Q10. I am pleased and satisfied with the online
studio learning opportunities and
experimentation with new technology
and materials are applicable in today’s
real-world settings.
Q11. I am pleased and satisfied with the online
studio learning opportunities that broadened
their expertise and promoted for better
analytic, communication, and artistic skills.
Q12. I am pleased with the quality and satisfied with
the online studio learning opportunities for a
future career in this area.

66.7

81.0

14.3

66.7

81.0

14.3

66.7

81.0

14.3

66.7

75.0

8.3

66.7

75.0

8.3

66.7

85.0

18.3

Difference in Independent T-Test Between Faculty and Students’ Constructs
An independent t-test was conducted for any differences between faculty and students in
the constructs. Both groups were distributed normally, and the variances were not homogeneous.
The dependent variables were the constructs—the quality of studio learning, traditional studio
learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities—and the independent variable
was status (faculty or student).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the mean for faculty was M =
1.4 and the mean for students was M = 2.6 for the construct (C1) studio learning. The difference
was not statistically significant, t(22) = -1.483, p > .05. For the construct (C2) traditional studio
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learning opportunities, the mean for faculty was M = 1.8 and the mean for students was M = 2.7.
The difference was not statistically significant, t(22) = -1.504, p > .05. Lastly, for the construct
(C3) online studio learning opportunities, the mean for faculty was M = 1.8 and the mean for
students was M = 2.7. The difference was not statistically significant, t(22) = -.911, p > .05. All
three constructs (studio learning, traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio
learning opportunities) were not statistically significant.
Fourth Research Question Results
The fourth research question was: Is there a difference between the faculty and student
perspectives about the need to increase online techniques for technology-enhanced studio
learning with respect to traditional studio learning in an Art & Design program? There were
several survey questions for faculty and students in percentages of agreement and yes or no to
answer this fourth research question.
Percentage Differences on Creative Strategies
The faculty survey question (Q2) stated: “The Art & Design program is positioned to
deliver both traditional face to face on campus and online instruction?” (See Appendix E).
Faculty participants responded 100% to “yes” and 0% to “no”.
Faculty Likert-type scale survey question (Q3) stated: “I am confident in my ability to
use creative teaching strategies in my courses in an online environment to instruct students and
provide feedback.” Using the Likert-type response scale, the faculty participants answered 33.3%
to “strongly agree” and 66.7% to “somewhat agree”. It was important to know that they were
confident in their creative strategy in teaching in an online environment for their students and
providing feedback to them, especially during the pandemic.
The student Likert-type scale survey question (Q3) stated: “I am satisfied with my A&D
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program in terms of creative strategies learned in my courses.” (See Appendix F). Using the
Likert-type response scale, students answered 14.29% to “strongly agree,” 52.38% to “agree,”
14.29% to “somewhat agree,” 9.52% to “disagree,” and lastly, 9.52% to “strongly disagree” from
the creative strategies learned in their courses. Interestingly, both faculty and students had a
strong confidence of agreement with the A&D program and creative strategies in learning.
Percentage Differences on Technology Tools
The faculty Likert-type scale survey question Q13 stated: “I am pleased with my
students’ understanding of incorporating technology tools in the making of art experimentation
with new technology.” The faculty participants responded their level of agreement to this
question with 33.3% to “strongly agree” and 66.7% to “somewhat agree.” In the following
question Q14, which stated, “I am pleased with my students’ understanding of incorporating
technology tools in the making of art experimentation with new materials,” the faculty
participants answered 33.3% to “strongly agree,” 33.3% to “agree,” and 33.3% to “somewhat
disagree.” Lastly, for question Q15, which stated, “I am pleased with my students’ understanding
of incorporating technology tools in the making of art that promotes the development of their
analytical, communication, and artistic skills,” the faculty participants responded their level of
agreement with 66.7% to “strongly agree” and 33.3% to “somewhat agree.”
The student Likert-type scale survey question Q10 stated: “I am pleased with my Art &
Design education in terms of technology-enhanced studio learning and experimentation with new
technology and materials.” The student participants responded their level of agreement to this
question with 20.0% to “strongly agree,” 40.0% to “agree,” 15.0% to “somewhat agree,” 15.0%
to “disagree,” and lastly, 10.0% to “strongly disagree.” In the following question Q11, which
stated, “I am pleased with my Art & Design education in terms of technology-enhanced studio

49

learning and that promoted the development of better analytical, communication, and artistic
skills,” the student participants answered 20.0% to “strongly agree,” 30.0% to “agree,” 25.0% to
“somewhat agree,” 5.0% to “disagree,” 10.0% to “somewhat disagree,” and lastly, 10.0% to
“strongly disagree.”
Furthermore, the percentage differences between faculty Likert-type scale survey
question Q13 and student Likert-type scale survey question Q10 on “experimentation with new
technology” had a difference of 13.3% to “strongly agree,” 6.7% to “agree,” 15% to “somewhat
agree,” 15% to “disagree,” and 23.3% to “strongly disagree.” Moreover, the percentage
differences between faculty Likert-type scale survey question Q15 and student Likert-type scale
survey question Q11 on “that promoted the development of better analytical, communication,
and artistic skills” had a difference of 46.7% to “strongly agree,” 30.0% to “agree,” 8.3% to
“somewhat agree,” 5% to “somewhat disagree,” 10.0% to “disagree and 10.0% to “strongly
disagree.”
Percentage Differences on Instructional Videos
The faculty survey question Q16 stated: “Do you normally assign instructional videos in
your studio classes to augment in class face-to-face instruction? (Either in face-to-face courses or
over Zoom).” The faculty participants answered in percentages of 33.3% to “yes” and 66.7% to
“no.”
Faculty survey question Q17 stated: “Were your students assigned instructional videos in
your studio classes during Fall 2020 or Spring 2021 semesters?” The faculty participants
answered in percentages of 66.7% to “yes” and 33.3% to “no.”
The student survey question Q13 stated: “In any of your courses, did the faculty require
any instructional videos in your studio courses to augment in-class instructions?” The student
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participants responded in percentages of 42.9% to “yes” and 57.1% to “no.”
Furthermore, the percentage differences between faculty from faculty’s survey question
Q17 and students from students’ survey question Q13 in instructional videos were tied without
any difference 23.8% yes and 23.8% no.
Written Responses on Instructional Videos
Following question Q13, students were asked question Q13.1, which asked: “What kind
of instructional videos were used and were they helpful?” Seven students entered their typed
responses:
1). “Yes, helpful, we used voice thread and I didn’t really like it, but it worked.”
2). “Ones that showed the professor doing what he wanted from us. Such as an
instructional painting with the techniques they wanted us to perform.”
3). “Most were for learning to navigate the programs such as photoshop, adobe etc. They
proved beneficial.”
4). “There were videos to review things that were covered in Two and Three Dimensional
Design, which were helpful because I have not taken that class. There was also a video
tutorial on how to use rubber cement that was helpful because I did not remember how to
use it.”
5). “The instructor showed previous artwork to help us come up with our own pieces of
art.”
6). “Some extra videos watched during class to help provide a greater understanding to
the technique that we were using.”
7). “Demonstration of practices that were then demoed in class, such as sawing
techniques.”
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Percentage Differences on Online Resources
Faculty
Faculty survey question Q18 stated: “Were you aware of your students seeking additional
assistance that were not assigned from online sources (videos, etc.) to further augment the
understanding?” The faculty participants responded 33.3% to “yes” and 66.7% to “no.”
Students
On the student survey question Q14, participants answered 27.8% to “yes” and 72.2% to
“no” about whether faculty suggested online resources to augment in-class instruction that was
not assigned in any of their A&D courses. It was necessary to know what online resources were
suggested and what was helpful to their learning. Student participants typed in these responses:
1). Photos of examples of ceramics
2). Sources like Canva, they helped for sure.
3). Online galleries/artist talks/art experiences/etc... were suggested and all were
interesting and helpful.
4). There was an online textbook. I did not use it.
5). Works by other artists as well as manual to detail other practices that were not
covered in class.
Furthermore, the percentage differences between faculty from faculty’s survey question
Q18 and students from students’ survey question Q14 on using online resources were tied as
without any difference 5.5% yes and 5.5% no.
Percentage Differences on Increasement for Online Digital Skills
Faculty
Faculty survey question Q19 stated: “Overall, do you feel there a need to increase the use
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of digital tools in studio learning in the A&D program?” Faculty members responded with
percentages of 33.3% to “yes” and 66.7% to “no”.
Faculty survey question Q20 stated: “Please share any thoughts about increasing the use
of digital tools for student learning in the A&D program?” None of the faculty members typed in
responses (00.0%).
And, lastly, the faculty survey question Q21 stated: “Overall, do you feel there is a need
to increase the students’ digital skills used in-studio learning in the A&D program? Why?” Only
one faculty member answered by typing the “Yes” response. The participant said: “While
traditional studio skills are still very much the ‘norm,’ various digital skills can enhance
learning—and professional development—for various careers in today’s visual arts world.”
Students
The last student survey question Q15 asked: Is there a need to increase online digital
skills for studio learning regarding traditional studio learning in an Art & Design program?
Students answered in percentages of 61.9% to “yes” and 38.1% to “no”.
Furthermore, the percentage differences between faculty from faculty survey question
Q18 and students from student survey question Q15 to increase online skills for studio learning
in the Art & Design program were 28.6% to “yes” and 4.8% to “no”.
Finally, to answer the “Why?” for question Q15: Is there a need to increase online digital
skills for studio learning regarding traditional studio learning in an Art & Design program? The
ten participants said:
1). I got sick with covid and could not attend the studio. I was unable to catch up from
missing so much and I failed the class.
2). Instructor was disconnected and unavailable. Instructions on assignments were
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unclear and there was no feedback on assignments.
3). Sadly, in the times that we are in we are still not covid free. In order to compensate for
those who can be in the studio there should be the option to be remote with the online
learning.
4). It seems to me that online digital skills are the way of the future.
5). I am not sure I understand the question fully, but I think students who are learning
traditional studio art methods do not need to know more than basic online digital skills
for their Art & Design program.
6). Give students that can only complete online courses more opportunities.
7). I think being able to bridge the gap between online and in-class is important especially
for accessibility in the future.
8). I believe that digital fabrication of designs will help students think threedimensionally with regards to their projects, helping them create what they want.
9). Many companies in a broad range of industries look for online digital skills
10). Better communication medians as there were multiple occasions that students were
cut off the WIFI and had choppy sentences describing their work.
Summary
Chapter IV explains the quantitative survey findings of the percentage differences
between faculty and student constructs for comparison and the need to increase digital skills. The
researcher shared the faculty perspectives and student experiences, and satisfaction about studio
learning and opportunities. Chapter V includes a review of the research questions and findings,
advantages and disadvantage of traditional and digital tools, recommendations, suggestion for
further research, and a conclusion
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION, SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this study was to explore the A&D faculty perspectives and student
experiences and satisfaction with studio learning, traditional studio learning opportunities, and
online studio learning opportunities in an A&D program during the COVID-19 pandemic for two
academic semesters, Fall 2020 and Spring 2021. Faculty perspectives and student experiences
about the three constructs allowed a window into views about technology-enhanced teaching and
technology-enhanced learning methods with traditional and digital resources.
This chapter includes a review of the research questions and findings, advantages and
disadvantages of traditional and digital tools, recommendations, suggestions for further research,
and conclusion.
Research Questions
The overarching research question was: What are the differences between faculty
perspectives and students’ experiences and satisfaction with the quality of studio learning,
traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities in an A&D
program during the COVID-19 pandemic in the 2020 and 2021 semesters? This central research
question guided the development of the following research questions:
1. What are faculty perspectives on the digital age for A&D education constructs in
terms of the quality of studio learning, traditional studio learning opportunities, and
online studio learning opportunities?
2. What are the students’ experiences and satisfaction with the digital age for the A&D
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education constructs in terms of the quality of studio learning, traditional studio learning
opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities?
3. Is there a difference between the faculty and student perspectives about the digital age
for Art & Design education in terms of the constructs of quality of studio learning,
traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities?
4. Is there a difference between the faculty and student perspectives about the need to
increase online techniques for technology-enhanced studio learning with respect to
traditional studio learning in an Art & Design program?
Digital technology has been advancing since 2017 and much more from the explosive
usage of online learning during the COVID-19 pandemic for education in general (Jankowski,
2020; Reich et al., 2020). Restructuring and redesigning A&D live studio courses are challenging
for transitioning to online teaching when students do not have access to hands-on equipment like
etching presses, printing machines, router tables, or ring bending machines that can be too large
to ship for online education (Fink & Grabowski, 2015; Saff & Sacilotto,1978).
Review of Findings
This study aimed to determine if there were any differences between faculty and
students’ confidence in some form of agreement between the three constructs of studio learning,
traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning opportunities in an A&D
program during the Coronavirus global pandemic. The findings showed a higher percentage of
agreement between faculty and students on the three constructs. The results also showed
acceptable Cronbach alpha from the three constructs.
Warner (2013) points out that the Cronbach alpha coefficient must be close to 1.0 to
qualify from substantial to almost perfect reliability and the internal consistency of the items of
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these three constructs to be acceptable. All three constructs with the nine items demonstrated in
the results with the average of .93. I need to reference Creswell (2012) and Warner (2013) for the
strong Cronbach alpha where results validated that the quantitative methods and research
questions were aligned with excellent support in three constructs between items (Creswell, 2012;
Warner, 2013). Furthermore, the items of these three constructs were measured and assessed for
reliability (Warner, 2013).
The faculty and students construct findings showed a high percentage of agreement that
A&D programs need more technology-enhanced tools and online resources to improve digital
skills. All faculty participants expressed their high confidence in teaching in the A&D program
to their students from both live and online studios. Most student participants entered high
confidence in their studio learning with the traditional and online studio learning opportunities at
their university. In other words, even in the limited studies, Souleles (2016) exposes the evidence
from different academic disciplines that using tools can be beneficial and facilitate learning for
students.
Clearly defining today’s college students, Singh and Dangmei (2016) consider these
students Generation Z, born and raised in the digital age era, more into technology-enhanced
tools than other generations. Other generations can be referred to as faculty members. Two out of
three faculty members answered no to the survey question Q15 to increase digital skills. Thirteen
out of twenty-one students answered yes for the need to increase digital skills, meaning they
likely desire more digital skills for their studio learning in the A&D program. It is essential to
know that Singh and Dangmei (2016) recognize that these Generation Z students are accustomed
to technology and desire digital skills.
As supported by Souleles (2016), the contribution of digital tools and skills in education
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can be the assessment of instructional strategy in the program. Student participants reflected on
digital skills and said, “Many companies in a broad range of industries look for online digital
skills,” and “I think being able to bridge the gap between online and in-class is important
especially for accessibility in the future.” Souleles (2016) emphasizes that having a technology
device such as an iPad can make a difference by enhancing and supporting A&D learning for
digital skills. However, the use of an iPad in A&D is still in the under-researched area involving
digital skills and technology-enhanced tools with traditional methods (Souleles, 2016).
Advantages and Disadvantages of Traditional and Digital Tools
In A&D, working with both traditional and digital tools takes time in order to be effective
with both teaching and learning. The advantages and disadvantages of traditional tools and
online tools, live studio and online studio, and instructional videos and online resources are
presented with the literature and the findings in Figure 4.
Figure 4
Advantages and Disadvantages of Traditional/Digital Tools, Live/Online Studios, and
Instructional Videos/Online Resources

Advantages
* Student interaction with faculty on hands-on
exposure with traditional tools
* Faculty professionalism with traditional hand
tools

* Students stressed the importance on using online
tools for digital skills
* Online tools can facilitate students learning for
more details, visualizations, and ideas

Disadvantages

Traditional
Tools

Online
Tools
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* Traditional hand tools were not accessible during
COVID-19
* Students disagreed 14.27% in the studio learning
with traditional hand tools.

* Unplanned and quick conversion to online during
COVID-19 can be daunting for faculty
* Students disagreed 24% in the studio learning
experimentation with online tools.

* Live studio is the site where students and faculty
can interact to do studio hands on work
* Most students agreed that their live studio learning
broadened their expertise and skills

* Online studio provides flexibility for students who
work full time or taking care of children
* Some students agreed that bridging the gap
between online and in-class for the future

* Instructional videos proved beneficial for
quarantined students who missed instructions from
live studios
* Many students agreed that instructional videos
proved beneficial

* Online resources offer students ideas, problemsolving, and instructions
* Students commented online resources were
interesting, helpful, and in detailed practices

Live
Studio

Online
Studio

* The lack of live studio during COVID-19 did
cause students to fail classes
* Without live studio, students stated there should
be an option

* Limitations for medium that requires traditional
hands-on equipment or lacking technologyenhanced tools
* Faculty disagreed 33% on the quality of online
studio learning opportunities for the course

Instructional
Videos

Online
Resources

* Instructional videos if not available cannot
facilitate students who missed instructions
* Faculty answered in a high percentage they did
not assign any instructional videos

* Significant barrier if students are not accustomed
to online environment
* Faculty and students answered no in a high
percentage of additional assistance not assigned
from online resources to augment understanding
further

Advantages of Traditional Tools
Scholars have stressed that art mediums require student interaction with faculty focusing
on safety hazards, guidance, and hands-on exposure with traditional tools (Fink & Grabowski,
2017; Prater, 2001; Quinn, 2011). The data identified that many participants agreed in a high
percentage of studio learning with the traditional methods (traditional hands-on equipment and
appropriate traditional hand tools). Souleles (2016) adds that working with traditional tools can
aid creativity in the early processes of studio learning.
Disadvantages of Traditional Tools
Marshaley and Sclater (2020) recognized that the unplanned and quick conversion during
the pandemic to an online studio result in both instructors and students lacking in experience
with digital tools, platforms, and techniques. Based on my study data, 24% of the participants did
not agree on the studio learning experimentation with new technology and materials. Learning to
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use digital tools for the first time can be daunting for instructors and students, and these scholars
stressed how much training is needed in A&D. During the pandemic, scholars noted that some
A&D courses could not move to online instruction because the traditional tools, traditional
hands-on equipment, traditional supplies were not accessible (Marshaley & Sclater, 2020).
Traditional methods are classified as hands-on experience, using traditional hands-on
(nontechnological) equipment, working with appropriate traditional hand tools in the traditional
studio learning environment. Some participants in my study disagreed (14.27%) about their
studio learning with traditional methods; 19.04% disagreed about their traditional studio learning
in experimentation for various ideas; and 19.04% disagreed that their expertise and skills were
broadened. It is difficult for students to complete printmaking techniques such as lithography or
intaglio without the availability of press machinery in a live studio. One participant commented,
“I got sick with covid and could not attend the studio. I was unable to catch up from missing so
much and I failed the class.”
Advantages of Digital Tools
As for the advantages of digital tools, Saykili (2019) acknowledged that students are
surrounded by computers, mobile devices, and installed applications. One participant in my
study commented about the importance of having digital tools for digital skills by sharing, “It
seems to me that online digital skills are the way of the future,” and “I believe that digital
fabrication of designs will help students think three-dimensionally with regards to their projects,
helping them create what they want.” Another participant wrote, “Many companies in a broad
range of industries look for online digital skills.”
Souleles (2016) claims that working with digital tools can facilitate student learning for
more important details and visualization, expressive and complex ideas. Students should be
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conversant with the knowledge and advantages of using digital tools (Souleles, 2016). Saykili
(2019) explained that higher education has constantly experienced advancing digital technologies
throughout the years. In contrast, all learners need digital skills for future career jobs that do not
exist today (Saykili, 2019). Additionally, regarding their learning styles, faculty and students can
learn together through Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory (McLeod, 2017), which can serve as
a guide connecting faculty and students for effective learning (McLeod, 2017).
Disadvantages of Digital Tools
Marshaley and Sclater (2020) recognize that an unplanned and quick conversion to an
online studio impacts both faculty and students who need to adapt to the change with digital
tools, platforms, and techniques. My study data revealed that 24% of the participants did not
agree about the studio learning experimentation with new technology and materials during the
pandemic. Learning to use digital tools for the first time can be overwhelming for faculty and
students. Marshaley & Sclater (2020) stressed how much training is needed in A&D education.
Advantages and Disadvantages of Live Studio and Online Studios
The dynamic transformation of effective teaching and learning techniques from live
studio learning to online studio learning is possible. The advantages and disadvantages of live
studio and online studio teaching and learning are presented below with the literature, conceptual
framework, and findings.
Advantages of Live Studio
One of the advantages of a live studio is the space available for students and faculty to
interact and work with tools (Marshaley & Sclater, 2020). Most participants in my study agreed
that their studio learning opportunity broadened their expertise and skills. Furthermore, students
can learn the curriculum with faculty through interaction (Beatty, 2021; Martin & Ndoye, 2016).

61

Disadvantages of Live Studio
Relative to the disadvantages of a live studio, one student participant wrote, “Sadly, in
the times that we are in we are still not covid free. In order to compensate for those who can be
in the [live] studio there should be the option to be remote with the online learning.” Without the
option of both a live studio and online studio, it can hinder the studio A&D education for
students who cannot be present in the live studio. Marshaley and Sclater (2020) stress that
learning spaces provide the opportunity for student learning.
Advantages of Online Studio
An advantage for online studio learning is that students working full time or taking care
of young children who cannot attend classes could attend online (Beatty, 2021). One participant
conveyed the following: “Give students that can only complete online courses more
opportunities,” and “I think being able to bridge the gap between online and in-class is important
especially for accessibility in the future.” Picciano (2017) considers that creating online learning
can support higher education.
Disadvantages of Online Studio
Regarding the disadvantages of online studios, 33.33% of the faculty participants in my
study disagreed about the quality of online studio learning opportunities that the students had for
courses. In addition, 33.33% of the faculty participants responded the students’ expertise and
skills gained from online studio learning were broadened, and 33.33% of the faculty participants
agreed that the students were prepared for future careers from their online studio learning.
Another disadvantage of online studio learning is that technology devices can
malfunction. One student participant in my study commented, “Better communication medians
as there were multiple occasions that students were cut off the Wi-Fi and had choppy sentences
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describing their work.” Even with online studios contributing to the communication problem,
live studios and online students’ learning are essential. Marshaley and Sclater (2020) suggest
examining the successes and challenges experienced during the pandemic to improve the support
of student engagement.
Advantages and Disadvantage of Instructional Videos and Online Resources
Creating instructional videos and searching for appropriate online resources for A&D
courses can be challenging for faculty.
Advantages of Instructional Videos
It is essential to note that most A&D classes are live studio-based. Providing instructional
videos would be an advantage for online students or quarantined students who missed
instructions from live studios. Many of the participants agreed on using instructional videos
saying, “Most were for learning to navigate the programs such as Photoshop, Adobe, etc. They
proved beneficial,” and “There were videos to review things that were covered in Two- and
Three-Dimensional Design, which were helpful because I have not taken that class. There was
also a video tutorial on how to use rubber cement that was helpful because I did not remember
how to use it,” and “Some extra videos watched during class helped provide a greater
understanding of the technique that we were using,” and lastly “Demonstration of practices that
were then demonstrated in class, such as sawing techniques.” Additional authors shared that
students need to be trained through instructional videos and online resources on how to properly
use traditional tools or digital technology-enhanced tools if absent or to reminisce about the
detailed instructions (Burke et al., 2009).
Disadvantages of Instructional Videos
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This study data showed that faculty participants answered in a high percentage that they
did not assign any instructional videos in their studio classes to augment courses. This would be
a disadvantage as Marshaley and Sclater (2020) stated that any instructional video could engage
students for improving learning.
Advantages of Online Resources
As for the advantages of online resources, Saykili (2019) explained that students as
learners use online resources for ideas, problem-solving, instructions, etc. A few participants in
my study commented about using online resources. They shared, “Photos of examples of
ceramics,” “Online galleries/artist talks/art experiences/etc... were all interesting and helpful,” as
well as “Works by other artists and demonstrations of other practices not covered in class.”
Moreover, Saykili (2019) conveyed those students will always explore online resources to keep
in touch with updated and detailed information to develop skills. For faculty to keep up in the
digital age, they will also need to learn new skills (Saykili, 2019). Furthermore, faculty will need
to experiment with online resources to determine students’ learning benefits (Ascough (2002).
Disadvantages of Online Resources
The disadvantages of online resources can be significant barriers for students not
accustomed to the online environment from the lack of technology training (Dilmac, 2020). For
instance, if an online student does not know how to use online resources, or use an online
platform to submit artwork, or use a Zoom link for video conferencing, all of these can be a
problem (Dilmac, 2020). My study data showed that faculty and students answered no in a high
percentage of additional assistance not assigned from online sources to further augment the
understanding.
Recommendations
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The following recommendations are based on the findings of my study:
1. When developing A&D courses, faculty should consider including online resources to
augment in-class instruction. Online resources such as instructional videos or YouTube videos
could be played and replayed for students who may not remember how to establish each
procedure before the next one during live studio instructions. Burke et al. (2009) acknowledged
that any instructional or YouTube video could be included as teaching strategies to encourage
and engage these young tech-savvy students. Faculty members who use videos as teaching
strategies could be reassured that they are addressing modern learning styles (Burke et al., 2009).
This kind of approach can be practical and proactive for A&D programs.
2. In developing A&D courses, faculty should consider becoming familiar with the
backward course design approach and take advantage of the institutional faculty development
opportunities to support their efforts in learning new instructional strategies.
3. Program leadership should encourage and support faculty to take small steps to find
what works for students and try to keep improving these steps for online teaching. If some small
steps do not work, try something different to see how students respond.
4. Faculty ought to become familiar with the institutional academic tools and
technologies tools along with the support services provided for their use in instruction. This
involves knowing include more than just knowing the basic features in Blackboard and other
tools such as VoiceThread, Yuja, and Zoom.
5. Faculty need to be attentive, connected, and available to students during specified
times as noted in the course syllabi. This also includes providing timely feedback for student
questions and on assignments.
6. A&D programs might consider expanding their online offerings, which could reach a
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larger population, respond to student course delivery options, bolster enrollment, and enhance
digital skills of students. Redesigning A&D programs and courses is an opportunity is worthy of
exploration.
7. The Covid-19 global pandemic changed the delivery of education on all levels and
more changes as a result of this are likely to impact higher education as a whole. A&D programs
should be proactive in planning to meet the needs of their program and course delivery methods
to the future.
Suggestions for Further Research
I recommend expanding this study to other universities of the same size who have A&D
programs. Future studies could focus on how to enhance creativity with technology-enhanced
tools in both live studio and online teaching and learning environments by evaluating the
methods and procedures. Further research is needed to explore the differences between faculty
perspectives and student experiences with online technology-enhanced studio learning for digital
skills and the construct of online studio learning with a larger population.
Additional questions that could be researched follow: Are students highly stressed from
the pandemic with their experience and satisfaction with their A&D education? Is there a
possibility for other correlations from faculty’s perspectives and students’ experiences? Could
there be a difference in the scores? Is there bias in any responses from either faculty or students
when asked about their A&D program? Do the findings explain the significance of the students’
construct of online studio learning opportunities?
Another recommendation is that faculty should have expertise in their field by using
traditional hands-on equipment and traditional hand tools in their live studio environments. At
the same time, most students are Generation Z who have more experience with technology and
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digital devices. Together, faculty and students can facilitate and learn from each other on what
needs to be improved and researched for future courses. Even though each learner is unique in
their learning style, they should experiment with all hands-on equipment, traditional hand tools,
and technology-enhanced tools. Each learner should have a journal to record stories about their
failures and successes. From their experiences of failures and successes, faculty and students
should do research for any improvement and assessment.
Conclusion
In conclusion, the A&D program study was the statistical argument about the constructs
of studio learning, traditional studio learning opportunities, and online studio learning
opportunities. The support from the statistical argument for the statistical significance in
students’ traditional studio learning with traditional hands-on tools in the A&D program did
satisfy these students during the pandemic in education. Furthermore, based on the data from the
students’ survey there was low satisfaction on the online studio learning opportunities and more
agreement on the need for digital skills in studio learning. Higher education in the 21st century
will continue to strive for improvement and address the need for more quality distance learning
research and quality arts learning and teaching experiences (Munson et al., 2016). However,
students would find it beneficial to be face-to-face because their spontaneity of learning can be
lost in online delivery of teaching and learning.
Students’ experiences and satisfaction with studio learning were essential for the A&D
program. Since the digital age with unending advancing technologies, faculty members with a
desire can gain some training on technology-enhanced learning devices and gain experience
sharing knowledge with students who crave more digital skills for various careers in the future.
Therefore, acknowledging that it is time to begin looking into providing these challenging A&D
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mediums online for students in the future is critical. In other words, it is time to remodify live
studios with advanced technologies like laser printers, 3-D printers, Mac computers, and iPads,
to name a few, while exploring newer ways like computer-generated paintings and digital
drawings.
Lastly, I want to include a faculty comment about online teaching and learning, which
looks to the future. On the faculty survey, I asked, “Overall, do you feel there is a need to
increase the students’ digital skills used in studio learning in the Art & Design program?” One
faculty member answered with “yes” and said, “While traditional studio skills are still very much
the ‘norm,’ various digital skills can enhance learning—and professional development—for
various careers in today’s visual arts world.” Equally important, assessments are needed to
provide excellent online teaching and learning beyond today’s advancing digital world for A&D
programs of tomorrow.
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Appendix A
IRB Approval Letter

Division of Research & Economic Development
Office of Research Compliance & Ethics
Principal Investigator: Bonni Schmiess Gourneau
Protocol Title: STUDIO LEARNING IN TRADITIONAL AND DIGITAL PLATFORMS:
INSTRUCTORS’ AND STUDENTS’ PERSPECTIVES FROM AN ART & DESIGN
PROGRAM
Protocol Number: IRB0003465
Protocol Review Level: Exempt 2
Approval Date: 07/09/2021
Expiration Date: 07/08/2024
The application form and all included documentation for the above-referenced project have been
reviewed and approved via the procedures of the University of North Dakota Institutional
Review Board.
If you need to make changes to your research, you must submit an amendment to the IRB for
review and approval. No changes to approved research may take place without prior IRB
approval.
This project has been approved for 3 years, as permitted by UND IRB policies for exempt
research. You have approval for this project through the above-listed expiration date. When this
research is completed, please submit a termination request to the IRB.
Sincerely,
Michelle L. Bowles, M.P.A., CIP
she/her/hers
Director of Research Assurance & Ethics
Office of Research Compliance & Ethics
Division of Research & Economic Development
University of North Dakota
Technology Accelerator, Suite 2050
4201 James Ray Drive Stop 7134
Grand Forks, ND 58202-7134
O: 701.777.4279
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D: 701.777.4079
F: 701.777.2193
Michelle.Bowles@UND.edu
https://und.edu/research/resources/index.html
The preceding e-mail message (including any attachments) contains information that may be
confidential or constitute non-public information. It is intended to be conveyed only to the
designated recipient(s). If you are not an intended recipient of this message, please notify the
sender by replying to this message and then deleting it from your system. Use, dissemination,
distribution, or reproduction of this message by unintended recipients is not authorized and may
be unlawful.
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Appendix B
Email Invitation
Dear Participant,
Greetings! My name is Cynthia Boehm. I am a University of North Dakota doctoral student in
the Teaching and Learning (Ph.D.) Doctoral program with a Higher Education emphasis area.
Since the COVID-19 pandemic began, higher education has seen a spike in technological
teaching and learning strategies. For this reason, I am interested in your satisfaction and
experiences with the Art & Design programs during Fall 2020 and Spring 2021 Covid-19
pandemic semesters.

If you would like to participate in a brief 10-minute online survey, please visit the Qualtrics
survey site, review the study information sheet, and complete the survey: <insert survey link>

Thank you so much, and I greatly appreciated your input with your experiences in the UND Art
& Design programs!

Sincerely,

Cynthia Boehm
cynthia.boehm@und.edu
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Appendix C
Study Information Sheet
Faculty/Instructor Participant
Title of Project:
Traditional and Technology-Enhanced Learning: Faculty Perspectives and Student Experience
and Satisfaction of the Art & Design program during the COVID 19 Pandemic.
Invitation to Participate:
You are invited to participate in a research study being conducted by Cynthia Boehm. I am a
doctoral student in the Teaching and Learning (Ph.D.) Doctoral program with an emphasis in
Higher Education at the University of North Dakota. I will be conducting an online survey,
Traditional and Technology-Enhanced Learning: Faculty Perspectives and Student
Experience and Satisfaction of the Art & Design Program during the COVID 19 Pandemic,
for my dissertation topic. You were chosen to participate in the study because you were
faculty/instructor in UND’s Art and Design Department during the Fall of 2020 and Spring of
2021 semesters. This time was during the height of the COVID-19 pandemic.
Purpose:
The purpose of the study is to determine your self-reported ability and confidence,
perspectives about traditional and online studio teaching, and student learning while teaching
your Art & Design course(s) during the COVID-19 pandemic. The height of the pandemic
occurred in Fall 2020 and Spring 2021, and due to this, higher education witnessed a
substantial increase in the use of technological tools to deliver instruction. Responses will be
completely anonymous; your identity will not be linked to this survey or feedback in any way.
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Procedure:
If you decide to participate in the study, you will complete one online survey by clicking on
the provided link. If you do not wish to participate, simply discard the invitation. Participation
is entirely voluntary. You do not have to answer any questions you do not want to answer.
Participating or choosing not to participate will have no impact on your relationship with the
Art and Design Department or the University of North Dakota.
Duration:
It will take about 10 minutes of your time to complete the Online Qualtrics’s Survey.
Risks, Inconveniences, and Discomforts:
There are no known risks to your participation in this research study.
Potential Benefits:
There are no major benefits to you for your participation, but a potential benefit may be
information provided by other faculty and students about their perspectives which may
ultimately benefit the Art and Design program. There is no compensation for participation.
Statement of Confidentiality and Anonymity:
The online survey will not ask for any information that would identify who the responses
belong to. Therefore, your responses entered in the UND Qualtrics survey tool are recorded
anonymously and in no way are linked to your identity. If this research is published, no
information that would identify you will be included since your name is in no way linked to
your responses. All online survey responses that we receive will be treated confidentially and
stored on a secure server. However, given that the surveys can be completed from any
computer, we are unable to guarantee the security of the computer on which you choose to
enter your responses.

74

Right to Ask Questions:
The researchers conducting this study are Cynthia Boehm and Dr. Bonni Gourneau, her
Academic Advisor. If you later have questions, concerns, or complaints about the research
please contact Cynthia Boehm at cynthia.boehm@und.edu or Bonni Gourneau at
bonni.gourneau@und.edu or 701-777-2920. If you have questions regarding your rights as a
research subject, you may contact The University of North Dakota Institutional Review Board
at (701) 777-4279 or UND.irb@UND.edu. You may contact the UND IRB with problems,
complaints, or concerns about the research. Please contact the UND IRB if you cannot reach
research staff, or you wish to talk with someone who is an informed individual who is
independent of the research team.
Completion of the survey, Traditional and Technology-Enhanced Learning: Faculty
Perspectives and Student Experience and Satisfaction of the Art & Design program during the
COVID 19 Pandemic, implies that you have read the information on this form and constitutes
your willingness/consent to participate.
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Appendix D
Study Information Sheet
Student Participant
Title of Project:
Traditional and Technology-Enhanced Learning: Faculty Perspectives and Student Experience
and Satisfaction of the Art & Design Program during the COVID 19 Pandemic.
Invitation to Participate:
You are invited to participate in a research study being conducted by Cynthia Boehm. I am a
doctoral student in the Teaching and Learning (Ph.D.) Doctoral program with an emphasis in
Higher Education at the University of North Dakota. I will be conducting an online survey for
my dissertation topic. You were chosen to participate in the study because you were enrolled
in an Art and Design course(s) in Fall of 2020 and Spring of 2021. This time was during the
height of the COVID-19 pandemic. All participants being invited to participate in this study
were enrolled in courses during this time.
Purpose:
The purpose of the study is to determine your satisfaction and experiences in your Art &
Design course(s) during the COVID-19 pandemic. Since the pandemic began in 2020 and
continued into 2021, higher education has seen a substantial increase in technological tools to
deliver instruction. This research aims to better understand undergraduate/graduate students'
satisfaction and experience in studio learning, studio learning opportunities, and technologyenhanced studio learning during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Procedure:
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If you decide to participate in the study, you will complete one online survey. If you do not
wish to participate, simply discard the invitation. Participation is entirely voluntary. You do
not have to answer any questions you do not want to answer. Participating or choosing not to
participate will have no impact on your relationship with the Art and Design Department,
faculty, or the University of North Dakota.
Duration:
It will take about 10 minutes of your time to complete the Online Qualtrics’s Survey.
Risks, Inconveniences, and Discomforts:
There are no known risks to your participation in this research study.
Potential Benefits:
There are no major benefits to you for your participation, but a potential benefit may be
information provided by faculty and students about their perspectives may benefit the Art and
Design program. There is no compensation for participation.
Statement of Confidentiality and Anonymity:
The online survey will not ask for any information that would identify who the responses
belong to. Therefore, your responses are recorded anonymously. If this research is published,
no information that would identify you will be included since your name is in no way linked
to your responses. All online survey responses that we receive will be treated confidentially
and stored on a secure server. However, given that the surveys can be completed from any
computer, we are unable to guarantee the security of the computer on which you choose to
enter your responses.
Right to Ask Questions:
The researchers conducting this study are Cynthia Boehm and Dr. Bonni Gourneau, Academic
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Advisor. If you later have questions, concerns, or complaints about the research please contact
Cynthia Boehm at cynthia.boehm@und.edu or Bonni Gourneau at bonni.gourneau@und.edu
or 701-777-2920. If you have questions regarding your rights as a research subject, you may
contact The University of North Dakota Institutional Review Board at (701) 777-4279 or
UND.irb@UND.edu. You may contact the UND IRB with problems, complaints, or concerns
about the research. Please contact the UND IRB if you cannot reach research staff, or you
wish to talk with someone who is an informed individual who is independent of the research
team.
Completion of the survey, Traditional and Technology-Enhanced Learning: Faculty
Perspectives and Student Experience and Satisfaction of the Art & Design program during the
COVID 19 Pandemic, implies that you have read the information on this form and consent to
participate in the research.
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Appendix E
Faculty’s Perspectives for the Survey of Demographic Information
Q1.1 Gender
Male (1)
Female (2)
Decline to answer (3)
Q1.2 Age
18 - 24 (1)
25 - 39 (2)
40 - 59 (3)
60 - older (4)
Q2 The Art & Design program is positioned to deliver both traditional face to face on campus
and online instruction?
Yes (1)
No (2)
Q2.1 If not, do you think the Art & Design program should be positioned to deliver both
traditional face to face on-campus and online instruction?
Yes (1)
No (2)
Q3 I am confident in my ability to use creative teaching strategies in my courses in an online
environment to instruct students and provide feedback.
Strongly agree (1)
Agree (2)
Somewhat agree (3)
Somewhat disagree (4)
Disagree (5)
Strongly disagree (6)
Q4-6 I am confident with my ability to teach studio learning in art and design
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Strongly
agree
(1)

Agree
(2)

Somewhat
agree
(3)

Somewhat
disagree
(4)

Disagree
(5)

Strongly
disagree
(6)

with traditional and
modern methods in the
digital age.
(1)
on methods to students
using an online or
hybrid delivery mode.
(2)
to impact students'
learning at this
university. (3)

Q7-9 I am pleased with the quality of the traditional studio learning opportunities students' have
for my course
Strongly
Agree
Somewhat Somewhat Disagree
Strongly
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
that are art transferable
and applicable to today's
real-world settings.
(1)
that broadened their
expertise and art &
design skills.
(2)
that prepare them for a
future career in this area.
(3)

Q10-12 I am pleased with the quality of the online studio learning opportunities students' have
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for my course
Strongly
agree
(1)

Agree
(2)

Somewhat
agree
(3)

Somewhat
disagree
(4)

Disagree
(5)

Strongly
disagree
(6)

that are art
transferable and
applicable to
today's real-world
settings.
(1)
that broadened
their expertise and
art & design skills.
(2)
that prepare them
for a future career
in this area. (3)

Q13-15 I am pleased with my students' understanding of incorporating technology tools in the
making of art
Strongly
agree
(1)

Agree
(2)

Somewhat
agree
(3)

experimentation with
new technology.
(1)
experimentation with
new materials.
(2)
that promotes the
development of their
analytical,
communication, and
artistic skills.
(3)
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Somewhat
disagree
(4)

Disagree
(5)

Strongly
disagree
(6)

Q16 Do you normally assign instructional videos in your studio classes to augment in-class face
to face instruction? (Either in face-to-face courses or over Zoom)
Yes (1)
No (2)
Q17 Were your students assigned instructional videos in your studio classes during the Fall 2020
and Spring 2021semesters?
Yes (1)
No (2)
Q18 Were you aware of your students seeking additional assistance that were not assigned from
online sources (videos, etc.) to further augment the understanding?
Yes (1)
No (2)
Q19 Overall, do you feel there a need to increase the use of digital tools in studio learning in the
Art & Design program?
Yes (1)
No (2)
Q20 Please share any thoughts about increasing the use of digital tools for student learning in the
Art & Design program?
Please type in response.
Q21 Overall, do you feel there a need to increase the students’ digital skills used in studio
learning in the Art & Design program? Why?
Note: N = 3 Faculty (n = for each group)
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Appendix F
Students’ Experience for the Survey of Demographic Information
Q1. Gender
Male (1)
Female (2)
Decline to answer (3)
Q1.2 Age
18 - 24 (1)
25 -39 (2)
40 - 59 (3)
60 plus (4)
Q1.3 Year
Freshman (1)
Sophomore (2)
Junior (3)
Senior (4)
Graduate (5)
Q2 Are you an:
art & design major (1)
art & design minor (2)
non-major (3)
Q2.1 Fall 2020 – Spring 2021 Art & Design Courses
Q3 I am satisfied with my Art & Design program in term of the creative strategies learned in my
courses.
Strongly agree (1)
Agree (2)
Somewhat agree (3)
Somewhat disagree (4)
Disagree (5)
Strongly disagree (6)
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Q4-6 I am satisfied with my Art & Design program in terms of the studio learning in art and
design
Strongly
Agree
Somewhat Somewhat Disagree
Strongly
agree
agree
disagree
disagree
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
with the
traditional
methods in the
digital age.
(1)
for face to face,
online, or hybrid
delivered
courses.
(2)
with the overall
experience at this
university. (3)

Q7-9 I am satisfied with the Art & Design program in terms of traditional studio learning
opportunities
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Strongly
agree
(1)

Agree
(2)

Somewhat
agree
(3)

Somewhat
disagree
(4)

Disagree
(5)

Strongly
disagree
(6)

in experimentation
for various ideas
that are applicable
to today's realworld settings. (1)
that broadened my
expertise and
skills for a future
career in this area.
(2)
in my experience
at this university.
(3)

Q10-12 I am pleased with my Art & Design education in terms of technology-enhanced studio
learning opportunities
Strongly
agree
(1)

Agree
(2)

Somewhat
agree
(3)

and
experimentation
with new
technology and
materials.
(1)
that promoted the
development of
better analytical,
communication,
and artistic skills.
(2)
in my experience
at this university.
(3)
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Somewhat
disagree
(4)

Disagree
(5)

Strongly
disagree
(6)

Q13 In any of your courses, did the faculty require any instructional videos in your studio
courses to augment in-class instructions?
Yes (1)
No (2)
Q13.1 What kind of instructional videos were used and were their helpful? Please type in your
response.
Q14 In any of your courses, did your faculty suggest online resources to augment in-class
instruction that was not assigned?
Yes (1)
No (2)
Q14.1 What online resources were suggested and were they helpful? Please type in your
response.
Q15 Is there a need to increase online digital skills for studio learning regarding traditional
studio learning in an Art & Design program?
Yes (1)
No (2)
Q15.1 Why? Please type in your response.
Note: N = 21 Students (n = for each group)
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Appendix G
Availability of Exclusive Online Certificate Programs by Academic Subject Areas, 2016
Main Focus under
Academic Subject for Online Certificate Programs

5%

Engineering Technologies and Engineering-Related Fields

5%

Visual and Performing Arts

4%

Mechanic and Repair Technologies and Technicians

2%

Agriculture, Agriculture Operations, and Related Sciences

5%

Personal and Culinary Services

3%

Construction Trades

2%

Communications Technologies and Technicians and Support

4%

Area, Ethnic, Cultural, Gender, and Group Studies

5%

Precision Production

1%

Foreign Languages, Literatures, and Linguistics

3%

Transportation and Materials Moving

2%

Science Technologies and Technicians

2%

Architecture and Related Services

1%

Note: These numbers were calculated based on active degree-granting institutions that reported
valid data regarding online education offering in 2016 (n = 4,566). Academic subject areas were
retrieved from variable "CIPCODE" in the IPEDS database.
Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System, 2016, https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/ use-the-data.
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Adapted from Xu, D., & Xu, Y., (2019). American Enterprise Institute (AEI). The Promises and
Limits of Online Higher Education, p. 12
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